From: Robert Puglisi

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Fwd: Eve Samples: Smart-growth group lodges objection to All Aboard Florida - TC Palm
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:16:32 PM

Begin forwarded message:

From: Robert Puglisi <bpuglisi511@yahoo.com>
Date: December 3, 2014, 3:13:38 PM EST

To: AAF <info@AllAboardFlorida.com>
Subject: Eve Samples. Smart-growth group lodges objection to All Aboard

Florida- TC Palm

http://www.tcpalm.com/news/l ocal -news/martin-county/eve-samples-
smartgrowth-group-lodges-objection-to-all-aboard-florida 91433631
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From: Edna Joyce

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Failure Notice
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:27:15 PM

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: MAILER-DAEMON@yahoo.com
Date: December 3, 2014 at 11:55:46 AM EST

To: nedjoyce36@yahoo.com
Subject: Failure Notice

Sorry, we were unable to deliver your message to the following address.
<AAEFE-comments@vhb.com>:
Remote host said:
550 5.4.1 [AAE-comments@vhb.com]: Recipient address rejected: Access denied
[RCPT_TO]
--- Below thislineis acopy of the message.
Received: from [98.138.226.176] by nm8.bullet.mail.nel.yahoo.com with
NNFMP; 03 Dec 2014 16:55:40 -0000
Received: from [98.138.104.115] by tm11.bullet.mail.nel.yahoo.com with
NNFMP; 03 Dec 2014 16:55:40 -0000
Received: from [127.0.0.1] by smtp224.mail.nel.yahoo.com with NNFMP; 03
Dec 2014 16:55:40 -0000
X-Y ahoo-Newman-1d: 537572.92489.bm@smtp224.mail.nel.yahoo.com
X-Y ahoo-Newman-Property: ymail-3
X-YMail-OSG:
UV_WK3kVM1noUadiDgmTL_PmDLgrmivlicN_EwTfvaY kYwh
7ClgBhuyEOY RNAC6BY sGBAcVY _L PPgjteV TISuFHAsSK AdY nww.g5lughE3TQ

5xz1uCGxDvsswwIHINKFW_WECgoxCKY pnaRdyBtI L RSahbY bhoiW8MV R7pEP
L Quif GIKWREaaSRNvdvUvBMz_AqY g3T_UHvV9Ey301z56CHvwvgp.Xiytzkva

PZFcw63xuJ9GG2PdyB8B 71 hddimaFudxR2ic5w9uT_wxv1PnAVyuX Q386fKw
BOOIVA8,jB6WINtY| EweCbSz_zUpotlK GBAMWIvImnBw3V EQu.Qio0TWGF5

w.mlOLiCErRSgBPPITNrrldMwQvqgswNJI X Ejt9ci SqCOM P.c5y0f DUgb8E4
703WMvuD8rUzykX CouulMp37ANb75MozZkk _JgdwoDKf5T8Y d0If4Z1xev9lx
8IMwdDvpOQXWduFbPOTuk95gWIDELV L PXrBA OEqpbl TS4zfeaDI QfvJ192V Z

VUAp67TgKySnfalStvmhV Xv7Fdeb9PW8gTHNPA 06x

X-Y ahoo-SMTP: B3eHBVKswBDupfvlzZk7L221S5BcY HE-
Subject: All Aboard Florida

From: Edna Joyce <nedjoyce36@yahoo.com>
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Content-Type: text/plain;

charset=us-ascii
X-Mailer: iPad Mail (11B511)
Message-1d: <F8F986DE-F159-4662-A071-1EB7B4B1B9CA @yahoo.com>
Date: Wed, 3 Dec 2014 11:55:36 -0500
To: "AAF-comments@vhb.com" <AAF-comments@vhb.com>
Content-Transfer-Encoding: quoted-printable
Mime-Version: 1.0 (1.0)
| am against All aboard Florida. We don't need a train going through our to=
wns which will tie up traffic and cause noise pollution. It isas usua mak=
ing money for a select few and taking money from the average taxpayer.
Thank you,
Ned Joyce
Sent from my iPad=
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From: Karen Sattler

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Fwd: Florida All Aboard

Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 7:29:03 PM
Dear Sirs,

| presently live on North Hutchinson Island in St Lucie county.

| have been following the progress on the attempt to bring high speed rail through the Treasure Cost. |
see this being proposed without adequate consideration for the residents of the treasure coast. Across
the country living adjacent to a busy rail service is not considered desirable.

In our case, being next to the rails has not been a huge burden, but is still an inconvenience and more
than a little dangerous with the large number of on grade crossings in fairly remote areas. The level of
increased traffic being proposed will increase the inconvenience to an unbearable level. From a few
trains spaced fairly widely during the day to a possible 32 passenger and a large increase in the number
and length of freight trains, the danger will increase dramatically. The on-grade crossings and the
unprotected rail side in remote areas will be immensely dangerous to both travelers and to local people
including children and domestic animals.

Many of the areas in question have rails in very close proximity to houses and businesses. The
frequency of these trains and their inherent disruption to daily life will encourage people to take a chance
at crossings which are not adequately protected. The constant vibrations from all of these trains will
cause damage to structures and to infra-structures in all areas. The environmental damage to this very
fragile area is not being addressed adequately.

The loss of local business hours due to the number and duration of gate closings will cost millions of
dollars each and every year. Many businesses in this area of the state are already surviving with very
small profit margins. The road traffic situation will result in delays at crossings of two to three times the
actual length of time the crossing is closed. Shutting down downtown areas and the resulting traffic
congestion and delay will multiply the loss to business in almost the entire treasure coast corridor. We
cannot afford this; as the economy improves we must do what is necessary to make the treasure coast a
more desirable place to live, both for young and old.

The information being provided by DEIS does not address the safety aspects and the environmental
impact in a way that brings comfort to those who will be most heavily impacted. The environmental
impact has not been addressed to the satisfaction of anyone with any knowledge of the area. The reality
of the impending situation is being glossed over by DEIS. Our tolerance for trusting has been stretched
way too far by our State and Federal government lately. If DEIS cannot answer and address all of the
guestions before approval we must not let this go forward.

After all of the above, maybe we should consider the advantages to the Treasure Coast. Oh, gee, there
are none. There is not even a hint of the possibility that it would make it easier for any of us to get to
Mimi or Orlando, and that is for the very few who would want to go to Miami.

AAF is an effort to provide a passenger rail service between two regions of Florida which will have a very
limited number of travelers and with a zero chance of ever making any money. There is not a single
passenger service in the US [maybe the world] which is self supporting---why should we believe that
there is any reason that we should reduce our quality of life and provide public monetary support for this
endeavor?

Revise the plan toward the use of the existing rail lines to the west of our area and you will probably turn
the tide of public opinion your way.


mailto:kmsattler@gmail.com
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Wayne Diestler
5167 N. Highway A1A
Fort Pierce, Florida 34949

Karen Sattler

6240 East Forest Lake Road
Land O' Lakes

Wisconsin, 54540
kmsattler@amail.com
Home Phone: 715-547-1142
Cdl: 715-617-2242
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From: James Bolander

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Fwd: Getting railroaded

Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 8:10:54 AM
---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: James Bolander <jbolander1026@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Nov 30, 2014 at 4:26 PM

Subject: Getting railroaded

To: aafcomments@vhb.com

| will not attempt to reiterate the many concerns about AAF enumerated elogquently and in
detail in many other responses you have received. | agree with all of them.

| will only add that | am disgusted by your lack of concern for the welfare of citizens who will
not directly impact your bottom line (i.e., the residents of Florida's Treasure Coast). | know
you want to bury your heads and assume we will merely shut up and go away. Unfortunately
for AAF, we will not.

| believe, along with thousands of other area residents, that AAF's proposed passenger rail
service, along with the increase in freight trains over the next few years, will permanently
damage our communities.

The only solution that will save our cities and allow you to pursue your agendas isto route
trains further west, away from populated areas. That, of course, would drain excess profits
from your greedy pockets.

It's probably too much to hope you would settle for honest business and reasonable profits, so
I'll wish for you to lose this battle and go elsewhere. Or just go away.

Sincerely,

James Bolander, MD


mailto:jbolander1026@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:jbolander1026@gmail.com
mailto:aafcomments@vhb.com

From: BUCKZAN@aol.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: High Speed Railroad
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 8:00:45 AM

From: BUCKZAN@aol.com

To: AAFcomments@vhb.com

Sent: 12/1/2014 3:20:16 P.M. Eastern Standard Time
Subj: Fwd: High Speed Railroad

Mr. Winkle,

The high speed train as it is proposed will be going through Vero Beach and it is not what |
and many of my neighbors feel is the right thing to do to help this area. It is another proposed fix
that may look like the fastest and cheapest way to go - but, when it all said an done, it will most
likely do more harm than good. This area is getting more populated every day. The majority of
the population is seniors who are slow to react and that coupled with the general population
adds up to an accident waiting to happen. High speed rail/passenger trains in a suburban area
just doesn't make sense. You are trying to update a rail system that was never built for what is
running on it now every day. Why not do it right from the beginning? Build it a bit furthers west
in an area that is not heavily settled. Construct it with the future in mind. Start from scratch and
do it right, make it last and expandable.

Lets hope that you and your fellow decision makers listen to the people who have to live with

your decision day in and day out while you just move on to the next project.
Thank you.

John Zanardelli
Vero Beach, Fl
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From: Connie Wilkerson

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Fwd: Legendary Golfer Advocates for the Marine Industry
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:38:14 PM

Attachments: Robert Winkle FRA.pdf

Dear Mr. Winkle:

Attached please find a personal letter and marine industry video from Mr. Robert Roscioli regarding the
All Aboard Florida project.

Check out this video on YouTube:

http://youtu.be/lUgAXx9911ZQ

Administrative Assistant to

Robert Roscioli, President & CEO
ROSCIOLI YACHTING CENTER, INC.
3201 State Road 84

Fort Lauderdale, FL 33312

Tel: (954)-581-9200

Fax: (954)-791-0958


mailto:admin@roscioliyachting.com
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YACHTING
CENTER

December 1, 2014

Email: AAF_comments@vhb.com
Mr. John Winkle
Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE
Room W38-311
-Washington, DC 20590

Dear Mr. Winkle:

Roscioli Yachting Center, Inc. is a family owned ship repairs facility and marina that | founded
some fifty years ago. We have just completed a major expansion and renovation, spending in
excess of $25m to attract super yachts to our yard to grow the business and provide steady
employment to over one hundred employees.

The current plans that All Aboard Florida has for the New River Bridge could severely restrict
those growth expectations and employee count. Keeping the bridge closed fifty percent of the
time as proposed by All Aboard Florida, would create a choke-hold at the vicinity of the bridge,
dissuading yachts from coming upstream to the shipyards and marinas west of the bridge.

To avoid this aggravation, these yachts could well take their business to Miami-Dade, Palm
Beach or even out of state, thereby causing Fort Lauderdale to relinquish its title as the
"Yachting Capital of the World" and jeopardizing the nearly $9b of economic impact the marine
industry has on Broward County and negatively affecting the tens of thousands of families that
depend on this industry for their livelihood.

All Aboard Florida should take a pause and rethink with consultations from affected businesses,
its plan for the New River Bridge. We all want All Aboard Florida to be a success, but not at the
expense of decimating the marine industry. Please see the attached video for the importance of
the marine industry to Broward County.

Sincerely,

ROSCIQLLYACHTING CENTER, INC.

Robert Roscioli
President & CEO

RR:cw

Attachment

3201 State Road 84 e Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33312 e rycshipyard.com ® 954.581.9200






From: Jean Downing

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Fwd: NO! to All Aboard Florida!!!

Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 9:14:24 PM
Dear Sir(s),

| am writing to you to provide input regarding the proposal for multiple high speed trains traveling through
my area as proposed by All Aboard Florida. | understand that input will be accepted until tomorrow,
December 3, 2014.

Please be advised that | am adamantly opposed to the proposed high speed railway proposed by All
Aboard Florida.

First and foremost, residents will be delayed due to the road closings in accessing emergency treatment
and the delays will cause deaths. We have many old and sickly citizens who frequently need access to
emergency medical care in my area. The nearest hospital (Lawnwood Regional Medical Center) requires
ambulance transportation over the railway that All Aboard Florida intends to use for its project
(Shorewinds Drive on North Hutchinson Island that crosses the railway en-route to U.S. 1 and the
hospital). Our only access to facilities is across the lagoon is over an on demand opening bridge and the
existing railroad crossing. Likewise, in the case of fires and other calamities occurring on North
Hutchinson Island, emergency vehicles will be delayed in crossing the railroad tracks due to the frequent
use of the rails and the blockage of emergency vehicles in support of emergency operations on the
Island.

I, and all of my neighbors live on North Hutchinson Island because it is a quaint, quiet and rural beach
side community. An occasional sound of a train fits in with the quaint atmosphere that we have invested
in. The noise pollution of multiple high speed trains do not fit in with the ecological environment that we
have invested in and cherish. In the event of high speed trains that All Aboard Florida proposes, we are
sure to lose on our investments as property values are sure to decline and our style of living will be taken
from us.

For those of us who work on the mainland of our county, there will be extra expenses to us in commuter
time as roadway closures caused by multiple high speed trains will delay our commutes. An occasional
road closure is tolerable. Multiple closures throughout the day is intolerable. In addition to lost personal
and work time due to delays from road closures, there is the added expense of lost gasoline for many in
idling cars while waiting for the trains to pass and the crossings to re-open.

In addition to my adamant opposition to All Aboard Florida’s proposal, | also object to the use of funds
supported by taxpayers’ money!!!

Thank you for considering our input.

Jean Downing
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From: Janie Binnion

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Opposition!!
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 2:46:55 PM

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Janie Binnion <janie.binnion@gmail.com>

Date: December 2, 2014 2:26:12 PM EST

To: "AAF-comments@vhb.com" <AAF-comments@vhb.com>
Subject: Opposition!!

| am totally opposed to the plan to run high speed trains from Orlando to
Miami...through Treasure Coast towns that will not benefit in any way. On the
contrary

those towns will suffer increased noise, increased pollution, and increased
disruption of traffic and peace and quiet.

| live on the barrier island and own two aging dogs that often have to be taken
outside in the early hours. | can clearly hear the trains, across the Indian River,
clearly hear the horns and the clatter of the rails on the tracks. | cannot imagine
how those living nearby will endure up to 32 trains passing each day.

If you want high speed between West Palm and Miami..that might make sense for
riders,however | believe everyone realizes that the effort to build the systemiis
the thinly veiled attempt to get ready for much, much more freight.Just 1ook at
the enlarging of the Port of Miami and the " truth" becomes evident.

If it has to be, then build west of the turnpike. The best solution is not to build at
all

Janie C. Binnion

211 Shores Drive

Vero Beach, Florida

32963

Sent from my iPad
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From: SUNWRENT@aol.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Fwd: Permit SAJ-2012-01564(SP-AWP)
Date: Saturday, November 8, 2014 9:08:49 AM
Attachments: CommentsRegarding.docx

My comments are attached re Florida All Aboard train.
Jane Schnee

From: SUNWRENT@aol.com

To: andrew.w.phillips@usace.army.mil

Sent: 10/30/2014 12:50:24 Eastern Standard Time
Subj: Permit SAJ-2012-01564(SP-AWP)

Attached to this email are my comments regarding All Aboard Florida's Permit Application # SAJ-
2012-01564(SP-AWP)

Sincerely,

Jane Schnee
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                                               Comments Regarding

                              Department of the Army Corps of Engineers

                          Permit Application # SAJ-2012-01564(SP-AWP)



Page 7 – Manatees.    The permit states, “project is not located in an important Manatee Area”.  However, a report by the federal Marine Mammal Commission (1988) identified the St. Sebastian River as an important manatee habitat for feeding, resting, cavorting, and freshwater access purposes, and manatees have been reported calving in the St. Sebastian River, as well.  Demolition and construction of a new double track railroad bridge across the St. Sebastian River will not only destroy important food sources for these manatees but the construction activities and the vibration/noise from the trains themselves will certainly have an adverse impact on the manatees in the St. Sebastian River.



[bookmark: _GoBack]Page 7- Florida Scrub-Jays  - The permit states, “the Florida Scrub-Jay is unlikely to cross the existing and future tracks.”  This is simply not true.  Florida Scrub-Jays cross the existing railroad track on a regular basis.  This has been documented many times in Indian River County and it is likely the Scrub-Jays will cross the railroad tracks in other areas where Scrub-Jays are either present or dispersing.  Adding an extra track and increasing the number and speed of trains along the track will most certainly result in increased mortality of Florida Scrub-Jays.   In addition, Florida Scrub-Jays feed along the current railroad track and when trains approach the noise scares them away from their food source.  This has been observed by me on many occasions.  As a result, with more noise and increased number of trains Florida Scrub-Jays will lose a good portion of their important food source, thus most definitely detrimentally affecting Florida Scrub-Jays all along the railroad route.  I have pictures documenting this if you need them for your records.



Page 8 – Fish.   The permit does not acknowledge that there are rare fish living in the St. Sebastian River, the St. Lucie River and the Loxahatchee River.  These rare fish are:  Awaous tajasica (River Goby), Gobionellus pseudofasciatus (Slashcheek Goby), Gobiomorus dormitory (Bitmouth Sleeper) and Microphis brachyrus lineatus (Opossum Pipefish).   And some of these fish actually spawn around the road and train pilings.  These fish are rare and destruction of their habitat and spawning grounds will be adversely affected with the construction of the bridges and the increased noise and vibration of increased trains.



Bald Eagles – Bald Eagles are protected by the “Bald Eagle Act”, the “Migratory Bird Act” and the “Lacey Act.”  I know there are Bald Eagle nests relatively close to the train tracks and special attention to this should be addressed.



Wetlands and Wetland Species.  A significant amount of wetlands will be destroyed building this railroad and bridges.   There is just no way to properly compensate for the tremendous loss of Florida’s precious Wetlands and the species that inhabit them with this railroad project.  In addition there are wetlands along the track route that will be impacted that are not mentioned in the permit.   The Florida Wildlife Commission says that any disturbance within 500 feet of birds foraging and/or nesting will have a negative impact on them.  There are many wetlands and species within 500 feet of the railroad track that are not considered in the current permit and definitely should be.



All Vertebrate Species.  A recent World Wildlife Fund report shows that there has been a 52% decline in all vertebrates (animals, fish, birds) in the past 40 years.  It is inevitable that this railroad project will add to this mortality figure.  I observe many species of animals crossing, or attempting to cross the railroad tracks:  Florida Scrub-Jays (and many other bird species), Gopher Tortoises, Bobcats, Raccoons, Oppossums, Long-tailed weasels, etc., etc.  With the construction of the tracks and bridges, the higher speed of the trains coupled with them running very frequently, there will be a dramatic increased mortality of our declining species.



Invasive Plants.  All along the current north-south railroad tracks there are invasive plants growing (FLEPPC I & 2).  The railroad should currently be getting rid of these invasive plants otherwise they spread rapidly into other areas:  conservation areas, wetlands, private properties.  The disturbance resulting from constructing a new track will cause new invasive plants to crop and spread rapidly.  This issue needs to be addressed because it is a huge environmental problem.



Submitted by:

Jane Schnee

1022 Foster Rd. – Apt. A

Sebastian, FL

sunwrent@aol.com

(772)589-3201










From: Bob Poller

To: uscad7dpbpubliccomment; AAFE_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: poller, robert port st lucie

Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 2:20:39 PM
---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Bob Poller <pollerbob@gmail.com>
Date: Sun, Sep 21, 2014 at 1:49 PM
Subject: poller, robert port st lucie

To: usc-gd7dpbpubliccomment@uscg.mil and aaf

| object to the AAF....railroad....

Addstime, confusion, creates aLe Mans start after bridges are opened,
and will increase the taxpayers costs of keeping the lagoon and waterways
safe and following rules.

We go on boats to get away from the noise and city-sounds. AAF, and the

Fed RR Authority will only turn this concept into more trash, crap, audio pollution, and real
increased risks to people and their boats and cars and

bikes...of accidents and air contaminants.

PLUS....there is no proof this concept will pay off their Gov guaranteed loans or even benefit
anyone other than WP, FTL, and MIA.

| bet they could not get "private investors' to put money into their scam.

Floridas waters are already at atipping point. USCG, take a boat ride and
see the problems up close. Fish are marine creatures are fighting to
stay off the endangered or dead forever list.

Bob Poller Port St Lucie. 772 343 7369

| have owned boats,and still do.... for over 50 years, al in Florida, and

passed the USCG Boat Handling Course 40 years ago...my boating partner

currently is on the "Marine Patrol Boat" program we have up here in the Treasure Coast. (Ben
Goldberg)
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From: fewl1291@aol.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Fwd: Railroaded!!
Date: Monday, September 22, 2014 1:35:52 PM

My wifeand | are Florida™ Natives' born in FL 82 years ago and have resided here all our
lives.

We both strongly object to the proposed, " All Aboard Florida" plans. Below are our
contentions we are against!

Frank & Mayanne Warren

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: few1291@aol.com

Date: September 22, 2014 1:21:09 PM EDT

To: "confedernet@aol.com” <warrenagency @att.net>, Laura Warren / State
Insurance <lwarren@statei nsurancegroup.com>, Patrick Gleason / State

I nsurance <patrick @statei nsurancegroup.com>, Erin <pinkgeg@aol.com>, Ben
Bailey <chefbenbailey@gmail.com>, Whitney Bailey
<wmbailey001l@gmail.com>, mize.justin@gmail.com, Sarah Beth

<sarahbeth.warren@gmail.com>, vbspike7@aol.com
Subject: Railroaded!!

You have 72.days to let federal officials know how you feel about 32 more trains
per day than we already have with the many freight trains.

As| seeit, it will be of no value to the residents of Martin and St, Lucie Counties.
Secondly, it will severely blockade boat traffic at the RR bridge, severely
hamper private passenger, freight & produce deliveries, and most importantly,
emergency vehicles. Can you just imagine a home or business burning down
because the fire trucks were blocked, or a death because the E.V. Could not get
the victim to the hospital in time because they were blocked by one of those 32
trains? Also, the police vehicle being blocked and not being able to get to your
911 call.

Please write: John Winkle, Federal Railroad Administration, 1200 New Jersey
Ave S.E., room W38-31, Washington, DC 20590.

E-mail: AAF_comments@vhb.com

Sent from my iPad
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From: Paul Popson

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; Reisman, Larry
Subject: Fwd: St Lucie River - Federal Regulations - Title 33: Navigation and Navigable Waters
Date: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 6:30:58 PM

Please review my research and the sections of the Regulations I've cited under Title 33 Navigation and Navigable
Waters.

I've aso reviewed the Federal Railroad Administrations rules set up for the railroads to monitor and provide their
own safety inspections.

| feel so much safer knowing that the "TRACK OWNERS' set up their own "MANAGEMENT PRACTICES'
and assign a"COMPETENT ENGINEER" to implement their bridge management program.

It's also very reassuring that "BRIDGE OWNERS" get to decide competency of the railroad bridge engineer
working for them.

Please review the complete Inventory, pursuant to Section 237.101 for the ST Lucie River Railroad Trestle owned
by Florida East Coast Industries to determine if any Civil Penalties have ever been logged.

Also, if you get a chance, review Florida East Coast's track safety record pursuant to section 237.71 and 237.73
and all bridge program documents and records called for under Section 237.109.

I think you'll find information on afreight train derailment within a half mile of this trestle less than 10 years ago.

This expansion is not only unwanted and impractical, it is unsafe and unnecessary. We're counting on your good
judgment to move thisideainland where it would be awin-win situation for all.

Make the right of way down town an exercise path and allow the rule of Eminent Domain to be used as
intended.

Respectfully Submitted,

Paul D. Popson

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Paul Popson <pdpopl312@gmail.com>

Date: Tue, Nov 11, 2014 at 5:43 PM

Subject: Fwd: St Lucie River - Federal Regulations - Title 33: Navigation and Navigable
Waters

To: shamil6931 <shamil6931@aol.com>, Bruce Kinkade <brucekinkade@yahoo.com>, Dick
Goulston <seascubal @gmail.com>, Jerry Blough <jblough606@aol.com>, Arthur
Immerman <Arthur0831@msn.com>, skipperchris@gmail.com, Joe Gurski
<gwazoo27@aol.com>

Except for "my" typo good to go. Thursis Coast Guard session. Paper states they will not be taking any All Aboard
complaints. Hope citing these sections of their own Regulations will change their minds.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Paul Popson <pdpop1312@gmail.com>

Date: Tue, Nov 11, 2014 at 2:24 PM

Subject: St Lucie River - Federal Regulations - Title 33: Navigation and Navigable Waters

To: USCGD7DPBPublicComment@uscg.mil, laurence.reisman@tcpal m.com

Upon reviewing the Electronic Code of Federal Regulations there is substantial authority for the US Coast Guard
to inspect, require, and enforce regulations pertaining to "waterfront facilities' upon which Florida East Coast
Industries/All Aboard Florida owns and operates a railroad.

By definition 6.01-4, a"waterfront facility" " means all piers, wharves, docks or similar structures to which
vessels may be secured”. Thisincludes "areas of land, water, or land and water under and in immediate proximity
to them; buildings on them or contiguous to them and equipment and materials on or in them."

Thisarea also falls under the command of a District Commander (Captain of the Port) "designated by the
Commandant for the purpose of giving immediate direction to Coast Guard law enforcement activities'.
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Section 6.01-5, describes the area as a " Security zone", "if designated by the Captain of the Port", "to prevent
damage or injury to any vessel or waterfront facility, to safeguard ports, harbors, territories, or waters of the United
States or secure the observance of the rights and obligations of the United States.".

It ismay contention that the waterfront facility located on the St Lucie River in the form of atrestle and series of
bridge abutments falls within the responsibility of the US Coast Guard Commandant.

Furthermore, that CERCLA, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of
1980 requires and del egates authority to the Commandant to determine any "imminent and substantial
endangerment to the public health or welfare of the environment”. Having the authority to assess penalties, amend
existing permits and require environmental assessment or impact statement under the "National Environment Policy
act of 1969, as amended, (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq)".

| therefore, respectfully request the Deputy Commandant for Operations and or his delegate immediately declare
the St Lucie River Trestle a Security Zone and take the necessary steps to implement an environmental assessment
and impact statement to include substantially unresolved controversies involving the public and local governmental
agencies concerning the current and future safety of the rail trestle bridge and transportation of potentially
hazardous substances, pollutants and or contaminants over the St Lucie River in Stuart, FL. by and or for Florida
East Coast Industries and it's parent corporation.

Respectfully Submitted,

Paul D. Popson

415 NW North River Drive Unit 201

Stuart, FL 34997



From: dermha@comcast.net

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; John.Winkle@DOT.Gov
Subject: Fwd:
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 10:34:43 AM

Ellen Bernstein

236 Village Blvd.
Unit 1205
Tequesta, FL 33469

Mr. John Winkle

Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue

SE Room W38-311
Washington, DC20590
November 11, 2014

Dear Sir,
I write to you in support of more rail service in Florida and throughout the
country, but I cannot support All Aboard Railroad because of where it
will be situated. Putting it on the existing tracks that run along A1A, a
major North, South artery in the area along with a drawbridge across the
intracoastal to our south places us in a prison of transportation byways.
By using the existing tracks and placing an additional 13 freight trains,
which are quite long, well over 100 cars and 32 high speed passenger
trains, you will be putting this areas population in a virtual prison on a
island created by this action.

I think it's a great idea and | would use it to go to Miami. But if anyone in
our area needs to get to the hospital and the trains are passing, we can
be delayed for half an hour, maybe more. It can become a matter of life
and death especially with so many seniors in the area. | believe strongly
that new tracks should be laid further west, where the population is very
sparse and it will not have the same impact on people.

I love our little town of Tequesta and | do not think this additional burden
will enrich the quality of life for us, the people who are lucky enough to
live here.

Thank you for your attention,
Ellen Bernstein
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From: George Blythe

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Get off the train
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 8:57:38 AM

One of my concernsisthe Wind Wash that will follow the train. Everyone has experienced the gust of wind wash
from a 18 wheeler traveling at 50-60 miles an hour. That practically knocks you down, imagine atrain 6-10 times
as long going almost twice as fast.
| have had the pleasure of riding the high speed train from London to Paris. Every time we went under an overpass |
Jinside thetrain, could feel a substantial pressure increase, caused by the ricochet , back at the train, of that wind
wash. If one were standing at a crossing it would surely knock you down, and the dust and dirt that was kicked up
would sand blast you.

There are other concerns, but let's handle them one at atime. George Blythe 772-633-1824
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From: Robert Puglisi

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Go Away!
Date: Thursday, November 6, 2014 5:08:52 PM

Attachments: Video.MOV
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From: Elaugh Family

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Go West - AAF in Martin County
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:33:43 PM

Dear Federal Railroad Administration:

| am a lifelong resident — born and raised - in Stuart, FL (46 yrs!). | typically do not speak-up too
loudly on issues and | appreciate good growth in our town which makes it more attractive for young
professionals to move here. | oversee physician recruitment and relations at Martin Health System.
We brought more than 100 new physicians to our area over the last 2 years with the opening of a
new hospital in Tradition in Port St. Lucie. | am alarmed at recent comments and actions on the part
of our physician business community who are planning to sell houses or look for places of business
on one side or the other of the train tracks in Martin County to avoid AAF. AAF is changing the way
new/soon-to-be homeowners and business owners are considering our area as they plan where to
live and work (or not). If you’ve been here, you know, we have a very unusual slow growth coastal
South Florida community that will be changed forever with the addition of high speed trains though
our small town infrastructure.

Please consider moving AFF to tracks inland through Martin County. Even the |-95 path is far west to
avoid the low density high-value environmental areas of Martin County. This would be the best long
term ROl andsustainable path for the high speed railroad development now and well into the
future!

Thank you,

Jenny Flaugh
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From: MASTEQ@aol.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: GO WEST - OR GO AWAY
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 11:50:39 PM

Stop trying to ruin our town and Stuart city center when all that you have to do is run this "bullet train" on
your western-most tracks and leave us alone!

Michael Sessions
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From: Robert Puglisi

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: GO WEST AND LEAVE US ALONE!!
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 9:39:40 AM

Thistrain will destroy our good life.
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From: Danielle Ohanesian

To: john.winkle@dot.gov; AAF_Comments@vhb.com; towncouncil@jupiter.fl.us
Subject: GO WEST
Date: Sunday, October 5, 2014 11:04:59 AM

| am disappointed in the EIS report, but not surprised since it was done on behaf of AAF. In my opinion,
development in Florida was planned very poorly. The housing was built basically on top of therail lines. | believe
that asimportant astherail industry is, in this century, it is no longer feasible to implement it safely without
uprooting thousands of citizens living along the treasure coast. It al'so will be a major impediment for the marine
industry and safe navigation of the waters. With the loss of boating access, we will lose tourism and jobs. With the
increase of tourists using AAF, you will lose twice as many tourists visiting our state due to obstruction of
waterways. It isamajor source of safety concerns, accessibility of hospitals, traffic delays and police protection.
Please move the tracks west. Henry Flagler put the railroad here a hundred years ago when population was a
fraction of what is now. Because of poor government oversight and planning on how our towns were built up, we
will be made to suffer. Please don't make the residents pay for our poor governing body who have over built our
communities without our input. Thank you.

Danielle Ohanesian

Jupiter Florida

Sent from my iPad

Sent from my iPad
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From: Judith Rox Klima

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Grave concerns

Date: Monday, October 20, 2014 4:08:28 PM
Attachments: AAF.docxword.docx

ATTO00001.htm



mailto:roxklimaconsult@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

		Oct. 20th, 2014

I am compelled to express my serious concerns about “All Aboard Florida”. As a semi-retired clinical nurse that has worked at Martin Memorial, Jupiter Medical and Palm Beach Gardens Hospital, I can say first hand that the current freight trains have delayed patient care, including emergency operations. There have been several times the doctors and other key players, have been delayed due to commuting and waiting for the trains to pass. This situation will only become more problematic as more trains are scheduled. Unless there is a plan to have over-passes avoiding the train tracks; patient care and ultimately their lives will be adversely affected. 

We need to stop the madness now and move your plan for commuter rails west of our small yet precious towns.







                                    Concerned Professional Taxpayer,



                                           Judith Rox-Klima RN








Judith Rox Klima, RNC, CLNC
Rox-Klima Legal Nursing Services
www.legalnurserox.com
roxklimaconsult@bellsouth.net
772-486-3789













From: Tracy Siani

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Great Idea For Whom?
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:25:25 AM

A high speed train is agreat idea for commerce and the owners, but is AAF really agreat idea
for our Florida residents?

Will coastal residents drive south to Miami, Ft. Lauderdale or West Palm Beach to pay to
travel north to Orlando?

Will the shipping containers from the Port of Palm Beach clatter through our communities 32
times per day?

Will our local workers crossing the tracks between street crossings be endangered 32 times
more each day?

Will our local workers find their foot paths blocked by barriers to force them to walk the extra
miles each day to a crossing?

Will the Emergency and Fire/Rescue trucks cross the tracks when needed or only on the train
schedule?

Just who isthe beneficiary of AAF?
Sincerely,

Tracy Siani

79 Lighthouse Dr.

Jupiter, FL 33469

561-746-7313
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From: RickCoroniti@aol.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: greed
Date: Monday, November 10, 2014 2:54:11 PM

anyone who votes for the train issue is either making money off of it, or is nuts

RSCoroniti
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From: Hugh Aaron

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Cc: info@AllAboardFlorida.com

Subject: Greenway Opportunity

Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 8:20:09 PM
Dear Mr. Winkle

In reviewing the draft EIS for the All Aboard Florida project, | was surprised to fine that no
consideration has been given for the inclusion of a greenway in the proposed High Speed Rail
Miami to Orlando. | believe that a parallel greenway should be included in the final EIS.

A greenway offers many benefits, including:

* Attracts tourism and jobs;

* Reduces CO2 & NOx emissions and other air pollutants;
 Promotes multi-modal connections to the train stations,

* Reduces parking needs at the train stations;

* Reduces traffic congestion in the impacted communities.

Given that the construction will be required to expand the existing rail lines to accommodate
the new high speed trains, thisis an ideal timeto construct a parallel greenery, Let’s not miss
thisonce in alifetime opportunity to add a feature to the project that will benefit everyone,
including to communities such as mine (Indian River County) where no stop is currently
planned.

Hugh

Hugh Aaron
Director of Membership and Advocacy
Vero Cycling, Inc.

hugh@theaarons.com
804-690-9720 cell/text
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From: Michael Underwood

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: guardians of martin co, letter re: AAF
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 6:58:01 PM

| support 100%
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From: ellen moody
Subject: Help.. All Aboard Florida will have a very damaging impact on our town and surrounding communities

Date: Thursday, November 6, 2014 10:18:57 PM

Please speak up to stop this project from getting any more support from our officials that
should be protecting us.

Please help to make the terrible environmental and economic impact from this horrendous
project public. It does not make sense for so many communities to be damaged by the
upheaval in our ability to reach our hospitals, seashore, turnpike and interstate.

ALL ABOARD FLORIDA does not make any sense to most of the towns through which it
plansto travel. These towns would not receive any benefit but would be burdened with
maintai ning the equipment that is needed to add 32+ trains that will bisect their towns daily.

The flow of our maritime traffic would be slowed down, disrupted and negatively impact our
real estate, tourism, leisure and boating industries.

Please help to STOP these trains now before this poorly conceived project keeps moving
closer to avery bad reality.

Thank you for everything you do to support all of the towns that rely on you and are not
receiving enough support in getting the facts out and stopping the funding for this project.

Sincerely, Ellen Moody


mailto:ellensname@gmail.com

From: npaster@juno.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: High speed passenger rail service in Florida
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 2:35:57 PM
Mr. John Winkle

Federal Railroad Administration
Dear Sir:

We are writing to object to the $2.25 billion project that will send high speed passenger trains thru Martin County,
Florida.

As new residents of Stuart, Florida, we object to the FRA providing funding for this project. Not only will
completion of this project severely disrupt traffic flow thru communities and towns adjacent to the train tracks, but
the noise made by the high speed trains will adversely impact the residents of those communities adjacent to the

train tracks.

Molly and Alfred Pasternak
5132 SE Club Way #103
Stuart, Florida 34997

Heavy rains mean flooding
Anywhereit rainsit can flood. Learn your risk. Get flood insurance.

http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL 3141/546508076a9e80678d3st04vuc


mailto:npaster@juno.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3141/546508076a9e80678d3st04vuc

From: Lois Patton

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Hlgh speed rail project, Treasure Coast Florida
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 4:14:22 PM

Sirs,

This country, and our state of Florida, are behind in developing ralil
transportation. No one will argue that fact. At the same time, doing so
at the expense of small, tourist-based communities is an unacceptable
approach. High speed rail through our city of Ft. Pierce will negatively
impact our quality of life in so many ways it is impossible to believe it is
being seriously considered. Those of us living on the barrier island
have only one access to the mainland—and it is across those tracks.
EMT services, hurricane evacuations, and normal day-to-day business
will be delayed several times an hour. This fact, along with the
additional noise levels from both increased freight trains and the
numerous high speed passenger trains will have a negative impact on
the fragile downtown commerce of the city.

We are all familiar with the NIMBY, “not in my back yard,” attitude that
often stands in the way of progress. However, | implore you to
recognize this is a case where the residents of the Treasure Coast
have every right to object to this project. The future of our cities and the
well-being of our citizens would be sacrificed when there are other
options for bringing high-speed rail transport to the area. Please stop
this project in its tracks.

Lois and Ralph Patton
104 Southstar Drive
Ft. Pierce, FL 34949
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From: JOYCE STOLTZ

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Rail Service All Aboard Florida
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 3:58:31 PM

I wish to voice ny strong objection to the proposed high speed rails
service connecting Mam and Ol ando Fl orida.

I have lived in Florida nore than 50 years and realize that change is
i nevitable and often necessary for the greater good. The negative
i npact of the rail service will greatly outweigh any positive.

I live in Indian R ver County, about 1 mile fromtwo rail crossings.
Al t hough the studies did not include ny home as one that would | ose
value if the rail service is approved, | amsure it would | ose
val ue. At this tine we hear the trains that pass. They are
i nfrequent and not a mgjor issue. I ncrease the frequency and they
will be a major issue. The peace of ny backyard and that of all ny
nei ghbors will be gone forever. Loss of quality of life is not a
trivial issue.

Traffic. From our nei ghborhood on the east side of the railroad we
must take our children to school across the tracks, go to medica
appoi ntnents, church services, shop and nany other necessary

trips. We cross the tracks many tinmes each day. As a social worker |
renenber listening to a famly whose father died as he lay in an
anbul ance waiting for a stalled train to pass. Increased trains wll

mean nore incidents of this nature. Both hospitals in Indian River
County are on the east side of the tracks.

Common Sense AAF officials say the train service will benefit the
public by reducing auto traffic between Manm and Ol ando.
Real I y? Wio will want to ride these trains? If a famly wanted to

go to the Disney area fromMam why would they choose to ride a

train? The transportati on woul d be nore expensive and once they get
to Olando they would have to rent a car if they wanted to see the many
offerings of the Olando area. It nakes no sense.

Pl ease protect the greater good and stop Al Aboard Florida. Joyce
Stoltz , Vero Beach, Florida
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From: Sally Maio

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Rail through Sebastian
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 9:24:11 AM

| wanted to add my comments before it is too late to do so regarding the planned AAF high
speed rail which will take an additional 32 train trips through our beautiful City of Sebastian
each day at a speed of 110 miles per hour. The City of Sebastian staff has submitted
comments based on citizen surveys and its review and did an outstanding job of reviewing
the DEIS and found it lacking as it pertains to our piece of paradise. | sincerely hope that
someone takes the time to read it.

| have been learning as much as | can about the history of Henry Flagler’s entry into
Florida, his reasons and his benefit. | am left wondering what the land grants given to Mr.
Flagler and his corporations by State of Florida political leaders in the late 1880s have
anything to do with today’s world. There seems to be a level of arrogance when the
discussions turn to the over 2 million acres granted to Mr. Flagler straight down the east
coast of Florida and passed down to his heirs and affiliates through the last 125 years. Mr.
Flagler is credited with bringing people to Florida so his train was seen as a benefit to the
growth State of Florida. | say they would have come anyway.

According to history, the train failed from Miami to the Keys and passenger rail ceased in
the 1960s along the coast. When my husband and | decided to move to Florida from
Connecticut in 1984, we traveled here via 1-95 and never really paid much attention to the
train that ran north-south through the City of Sebastian business district except for the rare
times that we were stopped while the train crossed. My husband then purchased an auto
body shop in Sebastian in 1986 and he is there still today. The train passes by his window
directly to his east and he has grown accustomed to the sound though the freight trains
rattle his windows and shake the building when it is extremely laden with rock or other
heavy materials. We now face the painful truth that added to the already heavy and loud
freight trains, he and his residential neighbors will be affected by 32 additional trips a day,
vibrating their homes, shaking them in bed at night, and perhaps causing damage to the
buildings themselves and most definitely the peace and health of the people living in them.
I hear your thoughts, well they decided to buy near the tracks! There are not many places
in Sebastian you don’t hear the trains and 75% of our commercial district in our town of
23,000 and residences along the Indian River Lagoon and in the old Sebastian
neighborhoods are situated directly along US Highway 1 which the tracks follow here.

In the past | have taken the train to visit family in CT just for the adventure, and my trip
started in Kissimmee on the Amtrak that runs up through the State, one leg from Miami
and one leg from Tampa if | am not mistaken. Those tracks have been there for years and
guite adequately provide long distance transportation. Florida is a State of an abundance
of wild undisturbed area and the coastlines are where the people flock for the beauty of our
waters. Why was there never any consideration of moving the tracks inland into areas of
right-of-way along highways as AAF is doing on the Beach Line 528, what a perfect
solution. The 1-95 corridor would be a perfect location to take the tracks around the
counties of Martin, St. Lucie and Indian River which have their heaviest commercial
districts on US 1 and will reap absolutely no benefit and only detriment from the high speed
rail because no stops are anticipated in any of those counties. As a matter of fact old maps
show a track spur in that area. Instead they have created a fear in all of us that the lives we


mailto:smaio@cityofsebastian.org
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

know now will be forever changed after the installation of double tracks, and on top of the
already heavy freight traveling through the heart of our City, we will have our City cut in
half 32 additional times per day.

Henry Flagler and the politicians in the 1880s probably never anticipated the calamity and
pain they would bring to people’s lives in 2014 as we anticipate the downfall of our little
City for the benefit of visitors to Orlando and Miami. Or maybe they did, and the land
grants were compensation for his bringing the right people to Florida. Read the history
books, it does not paint a pretty picture of the land grab...er grant!

I know this message is based on emotion and conjecture and perhaps not the facts of the
matter that you are seeking, but | am left wondering, is it really the plan to be able to move
trainloads of people 32 times a day from Miami to Orlando up the east coast of Florida and
do it any quicker than if someone were to rent a car in either location and drive up the
turnpike in the same amount of time? Most people want a car to move around in. High
speed rail has not worked very well in other areas of Florida, or is this, as | am hearing,
more likely an idea to get the double tracks in and be able to move more freight through
our already overburdened city commercial districts and waterways in the future? Does the
fact that Henry Flagler was given over 2 million acres of land for his trains have any
relationship to today’s world and FEC’s continued stance that “we” are crossing their land
and “they” have a right to do whatever they choose in our town and charge us for it. I'm
pretty sure our Main Street right-of-way was there long before Henry Flagler got that grant.
Doesn’t make any common sense to me. People are what matters. Corporations are about
making money and they should do their due diligence to find a beneficial solution to make
peace with those of us who live here and will live with this for the rest of our lives. People
and businesses will be forced to move to maintain some sense of peace in their lives. Why
can’t AAF find another way? | have heard myself say so many times through this, “this is
bigger than any of us and it won’t matter what we do or say”, because as we all know big
money always get their way and the people affected are left to just live with it.

Please read the comments that come from you from so many here, the towns and cities,
the counties, the Coast Guard, the historians trying to save our historic districts, the
emergency services organizations, the neighborhood associations, the environmentalists —
really read them. Sebastian and many others in the Treasure Coast area were left out of it
all. We are here and we just want to be heard.

Sally

Sally A. Maio, MMC

City Clerk

City of Sebastian, FL 32958
(772) 388-8214
smaio@cityofsebastian.org



From: jwlichris@aol.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Rail
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 9:17:53 AM

Please discontinue your efforts to go forward with the All Aboard Florida high speed rail service.

Thanks in Advance
Jim Christoffersen
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From: Pat.Helen

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed rail
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 6:13:55 PM

Allowing thisis so wrong on so many levels..it would permanently scar our beautiful coast not to mention the
hazards that would be created.

Sent from my iPad
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From: NORMD70@AOL.COM

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: HIGH SPEED RAIL
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 2:27:36 PM

FROM THE TREASURE COAST OF FLORIDA.
WE DO NOT WANT A HIGH SPEED RAIL TO RUIN OUR WAY OF LIFE.

THIS GIVES US ZERO BENIFITS &

NORM & PEARL DAVIS
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From: Terry

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: high speed rail
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 2:33:11 PM

Asalong time resident of the Treasure Coast al must express my concern for the proposed 32 per day trains
running from Orlando to Miami. This country was founded on the premiss of For the People, By the People and Of
the People. The residents of the Treasure Coast have spoken and voiced that thisrail serviceis amajor detriment to
our communities. Locating the tracks through the less populated center of the state would make the most sense.
Theresa Wood, Port St Lucie, FI

Sent from my iPad
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From: Tom Pease

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com; john.winkle@dot.gov
Cc: notallabordflorida@gmail.com

Subject: High speed Rail

Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 11:39:51 AM

| own 3- 6000 sq ft commercial buildings that are less than 30 feet from the rail road tracks here in
Vero Beach. | am very concerned about my 30 employees and customers in the event of an
accident, not to mention the effects it would have on my property and or my Business. | would like
to ask for a response in regard to safety measures that will be put into place, and what the speed of

the train will be at the 12" st crossing here in Vero. Sincerely,,,, Thomas L Pease
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From: Tammy Ware

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Railroad through downtown Fort Pierce
Date: Thursday, November 27, 2014 9:36:38 PM

It is my understanding that a full environmental impact study was paid for
by All Aboard Florida. That study may not have included the potential
noise pollution and air pollution from the diesel engines, and more.

There are no benefits to the Treasure Coast area under the current plan.
Our downtown area which has been rejuvenated over the last ten years
will decline. Local restaurants and businesses will be hurt by less people
going to downtown. No one wants to be stopped by the train even once a
day, never mind more than 30+.

I am against the high speed train when there is plenty of land available
west of town to accommodate this project. The current people who will
benefit are the counties to the south and north of us and we will pay the
price.

| vote NO to BIG CHOO CHOO!

Tammy Ware

1845 Sandhill Crane Drive
Fort Pierce, FL 34982
taware99 mail.com
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From: pbierens@juno.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Railroad
Date: Monday, October 6, 2014 5:03:17 PM

To: Mr. John Winkle, Federa RR Administration

From: Paul Bierens
86 Crooked Tree Ln
Vero Beach, FL 32972

Dear Mr. Winkle

We are adamantly opposed to high speed rail service that would use the
existing RR tracks that go through Vero Beach, FL.

We areresidents in an over 55 condominium community that is one half
mile from the railroad tracks. Already several freight trains utilize

these tracks day and night. Their rumble, air horns, and traffic

disruption are aready alarge inconvenience and irritation in our
community. The proposed up to 32 high speed trains traversing the same
tracks would be devastating to our entire city.

There is no advantage whatsoever to Vero Beach of having high speed
trains ripping thru our city. No stops are scheduled here or other
cities along the 195 corridor until West Palm.

If high speed trains are viable economic assets, they will only be
economic assets to Orlando and Miami and then mostly to the private
companiesin both cities.

High speed trains should run on dedicated rail lines and away from cities
and towns. Thereis plenty of open spaces such arail line could

traverse.

Please use your office and influence to "derail" the proposed high speed
rail service through Vero Beach, FL.

Sincerely,

Paul Bierens

Low-Cost Flood Insurance
Find apolicy in your area and get afree flood risk profile!

http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL 3141/5433037d3215337d57e7st02vuc
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From: Mary Ann Korkuc

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed railway
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 4:27:55 PM

To whom it may concern,

I live and work in the subject area of the high speed train now for almost 14 years. | previously lived
in south Florida counties that favor the train. | moved here for a quality of life not found in Dade
Broward or palm Beach counties. The people there are rushed, pressured and angry, time is
precious because there are so many people that it takes forever to move from one side of the city
to the other. For them chaos and inconvenience are a way of life. Not so in the Treasure Coast.

The Treasure Coast is just that a treasure for the people living and working here, the pace is slower,
congestion less, people are more friendly. Your proposed trains would change our way of life here,
they would in my opinion decimate our quite tranquil way of life here. The trains would travel
through the downtown of Stuart, Jensen Beach, Fort Pierce, Vero Beach and more. Our outdoor
dining in these locations and the walkable downtown atmosphere would be ruined by the noise
pollution, accessibility would be limited to these areas, many annual festivals and some weekly
events like “Jammin Jensen” would be inaccessible due to the location of the train tracks. The train
trestle that traverses the St Lucie inlet is nearly 100 years old, and slow — it would be constantly in
the upright position to allow the number of trains you are proposing, limiting access for boaters and
dramatically reducing property values for waterfront properties west of the tracks. Trains traveling
through the areas of Jonathan Dickenson and Savanna preserve would have devastating effects on
the environment and our beautiful wildlife.

| plead with you to re-route the train west of our pristine area. There are available tracks west of our
towns that would be less impacted by your train. | know these tracks are owned by another
competitor company, but your proposal would be better received by our community if you were to
cooperate with us and the owners of the other tracks. Collaboration would also be profitable for
both your passenger and freight service. After all this is what this is really about isn’t it? The future
of the rail service because we all know that Americans are too in love with their motor cars to give
them up. We don’t have the additional support services for public transportation to the areas you
seek to service.

| hope this doesn’t fall on deaf ears — if you want our support then please work with us and
cooperate with the owners of the western tracks.

Kind regards,

Mary Ann Korkuc
Broker-Associate

Boca Executive Realty

1850 SW Fountainview Blvd #202
Port St Lucie, FL 34986
772-528-6317 cell
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866-207-6317 fax

ma ryann@ bocaexecutive.com

Your referrals are the greatest compliment | can receive!
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From: David Hubert

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: High Speed Tracks for High Speed Passenger Trains
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 5:33:20 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle:

In 1994 Amtrak introduced to the Pacific Northwest, new passenger trains called the
"Cascades.” They are manufactured by the Spanish company, Talgo. They are high-speed
trains that can run well over 100 miles per hour. Therein the United States, they run to and
from Eugene, Oregon and Vancouver, British Columbia. Below is ashort quote from its
Google website “Amtrak Talgo."

"Service on the Cascades route is provided by five articulated trainsets manufactured by
Talgo, a Spanish company. These cars are designed to passively tilt into curves, allowing the
train to pass through them at higher speeds. Despite a maximum design speed of 124 miles per

hour (200 knvh), current track and safety requirements limit the train's speed to 79 miles per
hour (127 knvh), although $781 million work is currently underway for the Cascades route
which will allow themto operate at speeds up to 110 miles per hour (180 knvh).”

Most of the reporting at this time around here is about the number of trains and how fast they
will go. But it seems no one has questioned the ability of the tracks to handle such high-speed
trains. Amtrak out West didn’t seem to recognize the limitation and now is spending $781
million of somebody’s money to upgrade the tracks so the "Cascades' can live up to part of its
potential. Isthat part of the All Aboard Florida plan or have they overlooked that possibility?

| don’t know how old these track are, but | doubt they have seen many 100+ mile an hour
trains. Do you know the speed limit of the freight trains that run through Stuart? Will these
present tracks be suitable for 32 high speed passenger trains?

Regard,

David Hubert

2950 S. E. Ocean Blvd. 2-3
Stuart, FL 34996
772.324.8081
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From: Bernard Carmell

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: High speed traffic through Stuart Florida
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 6:48:32 PM
Gentlemen:

| am totally opposed to any high speed rail traffic through Stuart Florida.

1. First of all, this ploy is based on increasing container traffic not passenger
service.

2. The disruption to boat traffic and vehicle traffic at each crossing is
unacceptable.

3. The noise and environmental pollution is unacceptable.

4. If any Government funds are applied to this project, there should be
personal guarantees not LLC structured to go bankrupt leaving the citizens
holding the bag, i.e. we are the government.

5. There is no economic benefit to this area resulting from high speed trains.
6. The Treasure Coast area is special and developed as a retirement and
vacation destination. Change the environment and this will no longer be
true.

7. Many retired people purchased properties in this area based on the
quality of life. High speed trains reduce the quality of life by mandating you
sit in traffic (often) waiting to cross the tracks.

8. People going to work will be late. Emergency vehicles will not be able to
respond as required. All of this impacts air quality due to thousands of
vehicles running at idle waiting to cross the tracks.

Please do not allow this to pass, funded by the government or not.

Bernard F and Sandra E Carmell
2908 SW Shinnecock Hills Court
Palm City, Florida 34990
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From: Bill Murphy

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed train -
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 2:04:17 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

| am totally against your high speed train roaring through the Treasure Coast. There is plenty of land
west of those areas to achieve your goal.

Yours truly,
William C. Murphy
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From: Barry Burge

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed train between Orlando and Miami
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 10:47:03 AM

October 28, 2014

John Winkle

Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue S. E.
Room W38-31

Washington, D.C.. 20590

Dear Mr. Winkle

It is quite obvious the proposed rail plan is prepared to most facilitate the initiators at the lowest cost to them and in
the most expeditious time possible, while casting a huge detrimental financial and environmental cost on to the
residents of alarge portion of the east coast. Not even to mention the health, safety or of lowering the quality of life
to the hundreds of thousands of people this will affect now and hugely more so if it requires expansion in the

future. Were the previous determinations wrong in moving the major highway systems west of the most popul ated
areas?

In view of the recent train derailments in the west, the question will not be a question of if, but when one of these
high speed trains will hit a school bus, a gas tanker truck or derail within acity. There will aso be innumerable
delays of emergency vehicles along the breadth of thistrack. Isthelocal tax payer to bare the costs of al the
barricades, crossing protections and sound abatements? What is their benefit? This proposed system will only
generate a shadow along the east coast of Florida diminishing more of the cherished beauty and quality of life of
living in Florida. Thisis not afuture orientated plan.

Respectfully,

Barry G. Burge

18 VistaPalm Lane

Unit 204

Vero Beach, Florida 32962
Sent from my iPad
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From: Rachel Lapointe

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed train
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 4:43:18 PM

| am aresident of Vista Royale and | am against the high speed train proposal.
Rachel Lapointe

Sent from my iPad
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From: Terry Laabs

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed train
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 2:43:10 PM

I'm opposed to this train coming through my Vero Beach community for many reasons: fire and
rescue stations on the other side of track, ambulances on opposite side of track from hospitals,
crossings are close to my community and homes where there will be many, many whistle
soundings that will disrupt the quiet we do have, property values are just starting to go up from
the "crash" and these trains will send it downward again. Many of our favorite eateries and other
businesses are very close (a matter of yards) to the tracks, we can see these businesses closing
due to lack of business. | suspect there will be much more freight trains than passengers and |
can imagine long waits at these crossings. We already have some very long trains with excess of
50 or more cars.

It seems there are other places to set up these trains, like in the center of the state along CR27 or
possibly along the Florida turnpike/I95 IF it is really necessary to have more trains. Folks are
also wondering what the cost will be for passengers to travel from Miami to Orlando? | can't see
family tourists paying for transportation to travel when they could have more movability with an
auto.

| don't like my tax dollar being spent on something that I didn't get to vote upon.


mailto:terrybhs63@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: William Harrigan

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed train
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:13:43 PM

To whom it may concern,

| have afamily with young children & we live 1/4 mile from the tracks in Hobe Sound. | am so against this high
speed train!!!

Regards, Bill Harrigan

8167 SE Windjammer Way

Hobe Sound

Sent from my iPad
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From: Nancy Jones

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Cc: Nancy Jones

Subject: High Speed Train

Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 2:49:02 PM

My husband and | think it is a mistake to route the high speed train through Martin and St.Lucie counties. We can
envision long lines of traffic backed up while the train goes through. Sincethisislikely to happen many timesa
day, | think it is advisable to route the train to the western part of the county where thereislesstraffic.

Bob and Nancy Jones

3715 SE Middle St.

Stuart, Fl 34997
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From: bab54

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Trains along Treasure Coast of Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 5:11:32 PM

Twenty years ago we spent a long time searching the state of Florida for the ideal
place to retire. We found it in Martin County. We have been so happy here, and
while there have been many changes over the years, it still has a quality of life that
is hard to find anywhere.

We strongly object to the AAF trains that are proposed through this area. It will be
unsafe for everyone, it will destroy the quiet, laid back atmosphere here, and it will
ruin our tourism. The boating industry and recreational boating will be devastated.

There are very few successful high-speed trains in the entire world. We do not
believe the trains through the Treasure Coast could be remotely successful.

PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS PROJECT TO RUIN THIS BEAUTIFUL AREA AND
SPOIL SO MANY LIVES.

Barbara and Edward Battey
1140 S. W. Chapman Way
Palm City, Florida 34990
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From: Eileen Healy

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Trains in Florida
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:31:22 AM

Please review plans and consider tracks along 1-95, tracks along the
Florida Turnpike or the CSX tracks. All of these routes are more direct
than Miami to Cocoa Beach to Orlando and many of the miles of track
would run through open land NOT affecting marine industry, property
values, pedestrian (yes, in some communties people walk to the water
and will have to cross your train tracks) as well as vehicle traffic, etc.

There is absolutely no benefit to the beautiful coastal communities that
you plan to run 32 trains daily!

NO ALL ABOARD FLORIDA from Miami to Cocoa Beach to Orlando!

Mary Healy
5817 Pine Ridge Cir
Vero Beach, FL
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From: Wilette Murphy

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed trains thru stuart fla
Date: Friday, November 7, 2014 5:27:24 PM

NO!! Thisisour worst nightmare! | have lived herein Stuart Flafor 33 years.. We have painstakingly built our
little town up to be avery fun funky tourist/locals friendly town! Thousands of hard earned money has goneinto
restoring this town. The tracks separate a newly developed part of town with new shops and restaurants that we can
walk to. This project will destroy everything we have worked for here! Please!! Hear us!! The tracks can go out
west of here.. Creating jobs.. We beg you ! Hear our little voice.. We are saying NO!keep this away from our
beautiful town .. Come and see us for yourself! Thankyou, Wilette Murphy
Sent from my iPhone
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From: URSULA LEAHY

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed trains
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 12:28:15 PM

From: ruleahy@msn.com

To: AAF_comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed trains

Date: Wed, 3 Dec 2014 11:56:36 -0500

We do not want non-stop, high speed trains running through Indian River County multiple
times per day. Your proposal offers no service, or benefit, to residents and tourists here in
Indian River County. Further, your proposed non-stop high speed trains will cause traffic
problems, noise problems and added danger all along the line to both people and wildlife.
Send your trains on an inland route directly from West Palm Beach to Orlando, not through
our communities and downtown areas.

Robert and Ursula Leahy
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From: patticroswell@juno.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Trains
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:50:00 PM

Why would we on the Treasure Coast want up to 32 daily high speed trains racing through our
towns, stopping traffic, causing air and noise pollution. Thiswill absolutely destroy the
serenity of our communities and adversely affect our lives, our tourism, our safety and peace
of mind.

Absolutely no to these trains which will benefit afew large communities and destroy many
small communities.

Patricia Croswell
Vero Beach, FL

Heavy rains mean flooding
Anywhere it rains it can flood. Learn your risk. Get flood insurance.

floodsmart.gov
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From: Sheila Ledbetter

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: high speed trains
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2014 11:41:08 AM

| would like to register my objection - in the strongest possible terms - to the proposed high
speed trains passing through The Treasure Coast in general, and Vero Beach in particular. If
approved, thiswould go against EVERY aspect of this community and my reasons for
choosing to live in and invest in Vero Beach for the past twenty years or so. Sheila L edbetter
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From: Harold Lee

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High Speed Trains
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:11:23 PM

| want to go on record as being opposed to the proposed plan to run the multiple trains through
the Treasure Coast

Harold Lee
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From: Mark & terry

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High speed trains
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:00:57 PM

Thisisamaneuver to use publicly garranteed funds for personal gain. The csx boyswill get their track up graded
and ready for more and longer trains out of Miami's newly renovated port. Passenger trainsin this country have
never paid for themselves,only freight pays. STOP this theft of public funds now. Move to the west and build
another track for your passenger rail service along side the freight line .

Sent from my iPad
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From: Comcast

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: High-Speed Trains
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 9:45:15 PM

The high-speed trains are ano win for VB. Our wonderful environment will be ever changed with increased noise
and daily inconvenience with no benefits for VB or it's residents.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: pavallier

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Hi-speed rail
Date: Friday, November 7, 2014 8:05:12 AM

A great ideaBUT it hasto goinland. Hi-density rail traffic through downtown Stuart will cut-off the city and shut
down the inter coastal passage to the west coast.

Paul Vallier
2600 S. Kanner Hwy, S-1
Stuart, FI 34994
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From: Bill Patacchia

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Hi-speed train.

Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 7:02:43 PM
Hi:

My wife and | see no need for a high-speed train to go by here to Orlando.
It makes no stops here so why have it bother us at all?
Why don't you run it up the center of Florida where it won't bother anybody and go straight to
Orlando??
It is going to be adanger to us seniors...
Bill & Joan Patacchia
Fort Pierce, Florida 34982


mailto:patch27@gmail.com
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From: KR

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Hobe Sound Florida impact by AAF

Date: Saturday, September 27, 2014 5:32:45 AM
Dear Mr. Winkle.

As a concerned citizen of the geographical area of Florida's East coast wetlands and surrounds, | urge you to
consider carefully the impact of this proposed project well into the future.

Please consider the next twenty years, but more importantly, the next half-century or much further.

There are multiple national and state wildlife areas affected by 32 passenger trains per Day! The Jonathan
Dickinson State refuge as well as the sanctuary are literally ON the proposed pathway. Many State Parks, The
Seabranch Preserve, The Atlantic Ridge, The Savannas Preserve is on the tracks, St. Sebastian River, and many,
many wildlife areas would be directly affected with completely unknown consequences. There are rare and
protected species here.

Please urge all representatives of your board and decision makers to have this proposal change the route through
Florida that does not affect wetlands and sensitive environment, but passes through agricultural lands and non-
fragile environment. Those aternate railroad tracks exist now!; West of the proposed route.

Please vote down this project.

We are citizens who live here and work here and we do not want or need our lifestyle or the lives of thousands of
species who have no voice to be radically changed for no other reason than greed. Thisrailroad project has never
determined with any study that it is a sound business to provide area service - to the contrary; it is areal estate,
New Y ork hedge fund grab for low interest federal loans and to build projects on extremely low cost acquired
land... in the 1930's by Henry Flagler. This has no real justification in the 21st century.

Please help al you can. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Karl Richardson

7997 SE VillaCir
Hobe Sound, FL 33455


mailto:karmel@bellsouth.net
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From: Miller, William

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Cc: Sylvia Pelizza; Rolf Olson

Subject: Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge Comments for the All Aboard Florida Passenger Rail Project from Orlando to
Miami, Florida

Date: Friday, November 28, 2014 1:29:48 PM

Attachments: HobeSoundNationalWildlifeRefuge Comments AllAboardFloridaRailProject November2014.pdf

To the Attention of Mr. John Winkle

Please accept the attached Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) comments for the
All Aboard Florida (AAF) passenger rail project from Orlando to Miami, Florida

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and your cooperation in the effort to protect fish
and wildlife resources. If you and any questions regarding this project, please contact me via
email at william_g_miller@fws.gov; or via phone at 772-546-6414 x204.

Sincerely yours,

Bill Miller, Refuge Manager
Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge

Bill Miller, Refuge Manager

Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge
13640 SE Federal Hwy

P.O. Box 645

Hobe Sound, FL 33475
772-546-6141x204(0)
561-248-9021(c)

772-545-7572(f)
william_g_miller@fws.gov

http://www.fws.gov/hobesound/
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge
P.O. Box 645
13640 SE Federal Hwy
Hobe Sound, FL 33455
(772) 546-6141, (772) 545-7572 (FAX)

November 26, 2014

Mr. John Winkle

Federal Railroad Administration
1200 New Jersey Avenue

SE Room W38-311

Washington DC 20590

Project: All Aboard Florida Passenger Rail Service from West Palm Beach to Orlando

Subject: Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the All Aboard Florida Rail Project

State: Florida

County: Martin

Dear Mr. Winkle:

The Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) has reviewed your Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) dated September 19, 2014, and other information submitted by the
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) for the project referenced above. The Refuge’s
comments on the DEIS are presented below.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

All Aboard Florida LLC (AAF) is proposing to construct and operate a privately owned and
operated intercity passenger railroad system that will connect Orlando and Miami, with
intermediate stops in Fort Lauderdale and West Palm Beach, Florida. To finance the project,
AAF has applied for $1.6 billion in federal funds through the FRA's Railroad Rehabilitation and
Improvement Financing (RRIF) program. AAF proposes to implement the Project through a
phased approach. Phase I would provide rail service on the West Palm Beach to Miami section
while Phase I would extend service to Orlando. Phase I would provide passenger rail service
along the 66.5 miles of the Florida East Coast Railroad (FECR) Corridor connecting West Palm
Beach, Fort Lauderdale, and Miami.

Phase I of the Project includes the construction of three new stations (West Palm Beach, Fort
Lauderdale and Miami), acquisition of five train sets, construction of a second track along most
of the 66.5-mile corridor and 16 new round-trip intercity passenger train trips (32 one-way trips)
on the West Palm Beach to Miami section of the FECR Corridor. FRA and AAF conducted an
environmental review of Phase I in 2012 and 2013 and made a finding of “No Significant
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Impact.” FRA concluded that Phase I has independent utility, and could be advanced and serve a
transportation need even if Phase 1T were not constructed. As a result of the environmental
review process conducted by FRA, AAF was authorized to construct the Phase | component of
the Project. However, to date, FRA has not determined if a RRIF loan would be provided for
Phase 1.

Phase I of the Project includes: constructing a new railroad line parallel to State Road (SR} 528
from the Orlando International Airport to Cocoa; constructing a new Vehicle Maintenance
Facility on property owned by the Greater Orlando Airport Authority; adding a second track,
straightening curves, and reconstructing 18 bridges within 128.5 miles of the Florida East Coast
Railroad Corridor between West Palm Beach and Cocoa; and additional bridge work along the
corridor from Miami to West Palm Beach. Phase Il would add 16 new round-trip intercity
passenger train trips (32 one-way trips) on the new railroad segment and on the FECR Corridor
between Cocoa and West Palm Beach. Maximum operating speeds along the entire corridor
would range from 79 to 125 miles per hour (mph), depending upon the location. Operating
speeds will be greatest along the SR 528 corridor where there would be no highway-rail grade
crossings.

Because Phase 11 of the Project and RRIF loan approval are separate federal actions, the FRA has
conducted a National Environmenta! Policy Act review of the proposed extension. Construction
and operation of AAF passenger train service will include the entire corridor from Orlando to
Miami. Therefore, the FRA has produced a DEIS that analyzes the cumulative effects of
completing both phases of the Project. However, because the impacts of Phase [ have already
been addressed in the FRA’s 2012 Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant
Impact, they are not reanalyzed in the DEIS. The DEIS compares the effects of three action
alternatives (Alternatives A, C, and E) and the “no-build” alternative. Alternatives A, C, and E
differ as to the location of the 17.5 miles of new railroad tracks along State Road (SR) 528 from
Orlando to Cocoa (Alternative A - within the existing SR 528 right-of-way south of the paved
travel lanes; Alternative C — along the boundary of the SR 528 right-of-way south of the paved
travel lanes; Alternative E — 100 feet south of SR 528 right-of-way boundary south of the paved
travel lanes).

SUMMARY OF EXISTING CONDITIONS
HOBE SOUND NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

Habitats and Species

Approximately 0.8 miles of FECR right of way (ROW) frontage lies adjacent to the Hobe Sound
National Wildlife Refuge near train Mile Post 275. Refuge resources in this area include sand
pine scrub, maritime hammock/coastal strand, mangrove tidal swamp and freshwater wetlands.
The Refuge provides protection for approximately 40 plant and animal species listed as either
threatened or endangered by Federal and State agencies (HSNWR 2007) (Appendix A).

Refuge scrub lands occur along approximately 0.4 miles of existing FECR ROW rail corridor
north of the Federal Highway overpass (Figure 1). Florida sand pine scrub is frequently cited as
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Figure 1. Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge interest lands proximal to Florida East Coast Railroad corrider





Florida’s most distinct ecosystem; physiognomy and composition are quite distinct from
surrounding habitats and between 40-60 percent of scrub species are considered to be endemic
(HSNWR 2007). There are more endangered or potentially endangered wildlife species located
here than in any other habitat in Florida (HSNWR 2007) including gopher tortoise (Gopherus
polyphemus), Florida scrub-jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens), and Lakela’s mint (Dicerandra
immaculata). Florida scrub-jays are known to utilize Refuge lands adjacent to FECR ROW
(Martin County 2012a). Lakela’s mint occurs on scrub land adjacent to FECR ROW and active
gopher tortoise burrows have been identified on Refuge lands both adjacent to and in close
proximity to the rail corridor.

Coastal strand/maritime hammock and coastal wetlands including freshwater and red mangrove
systems occur along approximately 0.4 miles east of FECR ROW north of the Federal Highway
overpass and together with scrub lands form a connected landscape with the Indian River Lagoon
and Refuge mainland tract resources (Figure 1).

Mangroves line the shoreline of the Indian River Lagoon where red mangroves (Rhizophora
mangle) colonize lagoon fringes with aerial prop roots providing shelter for numerous marine
animals. Mangrove prop roots decrease shoreline erosion by dampening the impact of high
energy boat wakes. The resulting water clarity facilitates seagrass growth and establishment
(HSNWR 2007). A great diversity of state listed fish species occupy red mangrove ecosystems
including but not limited to common snook (Centropomus undecimalis), mangrove rivulus
(Rivulus mamoratus), sea trout (Cynoscion nebulosus), and gray snapper(Lutjanus griseus).

Hammocks and coastal strand are excellent refugia for neotropical migratory birds, land crabs,
tree frogs, and other animal species which need high humidity and/or dense cover (HSNWR
2007). Although hammocks occupy a small percentage of the Refuge’s acreage, they comprise
about 20 percent of the plant diversity of the Refuge (Bergh 1998). Coastal strand habitats are
located landward of tidally influenced mangrove wetlands and along with scrub land constitute a
co-dominant habitat type on the Refuge mainland tract. Plants such as sea grape (Coccoloba
uvifera) and sable palm (Sabal palmetto) provide food and cover to resident wildlife including
raccoon {Procyon lotor) and gopher tortoise in addition to providing critical food resource and
refugia for neotropical migratory birds.

Coastal freshwater wetlands or mesic flatwoods provide consequential freshwater resources for
wildlife. These resources occur downslope of scrub lands, and in places form a transition
between scrub, coastal strand and/or mangrove ecosystems along the Indian River Lagoon.
Dense understories of saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), gumbo limbo (Bursera simaruba), wild
lime (Zanthoxylum fagra), cocopium (Chrysobalanus icaco) and many forbs occur in these lower
elevation scrub land seeps providing food resources and cover, and provide a mostly permanent
source of freshwater for Refuge wildlife.

Cultural Resources
Two State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) recognized cultural resource sites occur within

the FECR ROW and Refuge. Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge #3 (8MT1287) is a thin
scatter of shell and a few aboriginal ceramic potsherd fragments situated on a dune bluff that was





bisected during the construction of the railroad in the carly part of the century (Florida
Department of State 2013). The initial site file recorder suggests that while the site was likely
disturbed by this construction, it is still potentially National Register - eligible (Florida
Department of State 2013). Located at Mile Post 275.30, this is an area where the rail line

curves to the west (Florida Department of State 2013). Olympia South 8MT1619 occurs north of
8MT1287. This site is believed to represent a campsite or limited habitation area without an
associated midden component. It therefore was assessed as not eligible for the National Register
of Historic Places (Florida Department of State 2012).

DEIS COMMENTS

Chapter 4-87. Description of Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge is not correct. The DEIS
reads “The Project Study Area is adjacent to the west boundary of the mainland tract.” The rail
corridor is adjacent to both east and west boundaries of the Refuge. Species can migrate across
the corridor form one unit of the Refuge to another. It is reasonable to assume that wildlife/train
impacts would increase due to increased train trips and trains operating at higher rates of speed.

Proposed Project Impacts - FECR Corridor Adjacent to Refuge Interest Lands

Refuge interest lands are adjacent to FECR ROW along approximately 0.8 miles including where
the existing track curves to the west in and around Mile Post 275. Proposed rail alignment plans
indicate construction of a two rail system plus additional support infrastructure to replace the
present one rail system. Proposed plans provided during an April 6, 2014 Land Managers
Meeting (LMM) indicate smoothing the radius, thus allowing increased speeds well above
present - in essence doubling the approach rates of speed from between 50-60 mph to 110 mph
and increasing the radius rates of speed to 60-80 mph.

To accommodate proposed track improvements, construction and infrastructure development
activity would be necessary within FECR ROW but outside of the present developed rail
corridor. The proposal would therefore require site alteration through bank cutting/soil removal
and/or fill placement for: 1) proposed Main Track 1 at stations 14519 through approximately
14525 and; 2) for proposed Main Track 2 from approximately stations 14537 through 14544,

In addition, proposed plans call for above and below ground utility improvements within and

outside of double rail section with 100 foot ROW, including:

A proposed underground, 24” jet fuel pipeline

A proposed underground 24" natural gas pipeline

Development of a drainage ditch system — one on either side of the proposed tracts

Proposed duct bank at edge of ROW

6 foot fence (where required)

15.5 foot access path along the rail tracts

Installation of an overhead utility line with 43 foot minimum vertical clearance from

top of rail.

e Installation of communication towers specifically located outside of the existing
ROW line





The proposed plans as described above have more consequential impacts on adjacent Refuge
lands than is described in the DEIS.

Cultural Resources

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Environmental Consequences Section 5.4.5.2
identifies potential beneficial and adverse effects to cultural resources from the project.
Specifically, Archeological Resources section (page 5-140) states:

The Project would return the existing FECR Corridor to a dual-track system. Infrastructure
improvements are planned to be completed within the existing right-of-way (no additional right-
of-way acquisition is anticipated). Five previously identified archaeological sites have been
recorded within the N-S Corridor APE. Four of the archaeological sites were not previously
evaiuated for NRHP eligibility by SHPQ. The Pineapple Site (Site 8SL1136) was determined not
NRHP-eligible by SHPO. All of these archacological sites have experienced some level of
previous disturbances.

Twao of the archaeological sites - Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge #3 Site (8MT1287) and
the Fort Capron Site (8SL41) — initially appeared to have the potential to be affected by the
Project.

The Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge #3 Site consists of a thin scatter of shell and a few
aboriginal ceramic potsherd fragments situated on a dune bluff that was bisected during the
construction of the railroad in the early part of the last century. Located at Mile Post 275.30, this
is in an area where the rail line curves to the west. Preliminary engineering specified a curve
modification at this location and this action would have caused disturbance of potentially intact
portions of the archaeological site. As an avoidance and protection measure, this curve
modification was eliminated and instead construction in this area will consist of installing rail
tracks in their historic locations. No subsurface excavation will be required. Preliminary
discussions with SHPO indicated that this design change would avoid the Hobe Sound National
Wildlife Refuge #3 Site.

Per the DEIS, design changes would avoid the site, however proposed site plans provided during
the LMM identified construction/installation activities are proposed within approximately fifty
feet of Refuge interest lands in and around west rail Stations 14537 through 14543 in the area
where site 8MT1287 is located. In order to accommodate a dual track system and radius
flattening with this configuration, earth moving operations to include cutting the west bank
appear to be necessary. This activity would have consequentially negative impacts on cultural
resource site S8MT1287. It is unknown how much of 8MT1287 site occurs on Refuge interest
lands, however, bank cut operations to accommodate installation of the proposed western line
would: a) disturb the FECR portion of the site; and b) may affect the integrity of any portion of
the site occurring on Refuge lands. Avoiding site 8MT1287 is articulated in the DEIS and
supported by the Refuge, however, site plans contradict this approach showing slope and bank
excavation which would lead to site disturbance.

In addition, if soil and slope disturbance is necessary to accommodate a duel track system,

destruction of sand pine habitat on FECR lands would occur. This activity may affect listed
species, Refuge hydrologic regimes and landscape slope stability adjacent to Refuge lands. No
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measures have been identified to protect Refuge hydrologic capacity or to minimize potential
affects to Refuge wildlife. In addition, no measures are identified to protect Refuge interest
lands from the effects of fill or soil removal necessary to improve FECR lands adjacent to the
Refuge.

There is no reference of archeological site 8MT1619 - Olympia South but for a site map in
Appendix 4.4.5-B3: Cultural Resources Proximate to the Project Corridor. This site was
discovered during a 2012 Martin County Dixie Highway bike lane development project (Martin
County 2012b). The Olympia South site is believed to represent a campsite or limited habitation
area based on the presence of meager artifact assemblage and absence of associated midden
material. The site is not considered to be regionally significant and therefore is not eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places according to the Florida Master Site File survey,
however, it is not mentioned in the DEIS as a site potentially impacted by development of a duel
track system. The DEIS should articulate site impacts given development of new rail and utility
systems.

Proposed Below Ground Utility Lines

It is unclear which of the above and below ground utilities associated with the project are
proposed adjacent to Refuge interest lands. Assurances and/or measures to protect the Refuge
from impacts of installation, potential spills and/or leaks of the contents of the proposed
underground aviation fuel and natural gas pipelines have not been articulated. In addition,
environmental evaluations identifying affects to Refuge hydrologic systems including potential
impacts to ground and surface waters specifically through installation, maintenance, and long
term presence of jet fuel and natural gas have not been addressed. These systems should be
analyzed on their own in terms of their specific impact on the environment as a whole and
Refuge resources specifically.

Proposed Above Ground Communication/Power Poles

A Positive Train Control (PTC) System is proposed outside of the existing ROW (Section 3.3.3.6
pg. 3-41). Again, it is not clear if the communication poles are being proposed on Refuge lands
or if these are existing poles along the FECR corridor. The DEIS states: “Along the N-8
Corridor and WPB-Miami Segment, AAF will use the existing Florida East Coast Railroad
(FECR) radio base stations and Parallel Infrastructure LCC (a subsidiary of FECR) who
currently own six radio towers on the FECR corridor with an additional 11 towers in the
planning process. The existing and future Parallel Infrastructure towers will be considered for
use as part of the PTC system, with additional towers placed along the E-W Corridor and N-S
Corridor where required.” Site plans provided during the LMM indicate existing
communication/power poles in typical locations outside of FECR ROW with overhead utility
lines at 43’ minimum vertical clearance from top of rail of existing communication towers across
the rail corridor.

According to Chapter 5 - Environmental Consequences Section 5.4.6.2 (pg. 5-147): North-South
Corridor, thirty Section 4(f) recreation resources are along the N-S Corridor. The existing FECR
Corridor bisects two of these resources: the Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge and Jonathan





Dickinson State Park. All construction would take place within the existing FECR-owned right
of way, and would not require acquisition of new right-of-way within these Section 4(f) resource
property limits.

Site plans are unclear as (o the final location of the communication towers, however, according
to site plans provided during the LMM communication/power pole towers are planned outside of
FECR ROW. This contradicts the DEIS which proposes all construction would take place within
existing FECR owned ROW. Installation of communication and power pole infrastructure
would not be permitted on Refuge lands. Additionally, the DEIS does not address impacts new
communication tower/power pole/utility wire infrastructure developed within FECR ROW may
have on Refuge resources including effects on avifauna and cumulative impacts that further
reduce landscape connections.

Florida scrub-jay

The project occurs within the geographic range of the threatened Florida scrub-jay. Surveys
conducted by the consultants for AAF indicate that active territories of Florida scrub-jay occur at
several localities immediately adjacent to the AAF rail corridor (Helen and Allen Cruickshank
Sanctuary, between Malabar Road and Valkaria Road, and south of Micco Road in Brevard
County; North Sebastian Conservation Area in Indian River County; Savannas Preserve State
Park and a Florida Inland Navigation District site in St. Lucie County; and Hobe Sound National
Wildlife Refuge and Jonathan Dickinson State Park (JDSP) in Martin County). Scrub-jays have
been observed near and flying across the track corridor,

Scrub-jays have been observed on Refuge interest lands adjacent to the FECR corridor south of
Mile Post 275 (Martin County 2012a). Two scrub-jays were observed over a five day survey
period form September 03 through 07, 2012. An adult male scrub-jay was observed perched in
vegetation with an acom in his mouth, and another was observed perched in a dead tree preening
itself. Neither bird stayed for very long and seemed to be more transient than territorial (Martin
County 2012).

A five day scrub-jay survey was conducted (March 18 through 22, 2013) at four Refuge stations
as part of the DEIS (AMEC Environment and Infrastructure, Inc. 2013). Scrub-jays were not
observed at these stations but were throughout Jonathan Dickinson State Park. The southern end
of Martin County is the only area within the County where scrub-jays were observed according
to the survey. Refuge interest lands occur in the northern end of railroad ROW of this survey
area and along with recently managed lands of JDSP are considered excellent scrub habitat. One
scrub-jay family was observed in this area within JDSP, but it can be expected that this entire
area is or will be inhabited by scrub-jays (AMEC Environment and Infrastructure, Inc. 2013).
To enhance conditions for scrub-jays, present and future Refuge management actions in scrub
lands adjacent to FECR ROW would include prescribed fire and exotic species control.

The Service believes that it is likely that scrub-jay may occasionally occur within the rail
corridor, either foraging or flying across the tracks. The AAF project will result in passenger
trains travelling by these territories at 79 to 125 miles per hour (mph), 32 times a day and
moving at significantly faster speeds than freight trains currently using the corridor. The
increase in rail traffic and the speed of trains travelling in these areas greatly increases the
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likelihood that scrub-jays will be struck by a train and either injured or killed. Although scrub-
jays may eventually learn to avoid the trains, the Service finds it likely that injuries or deaths of
scrub-jays could occur due to train collisions.

The DEIS does not identify appropriate measures to limit likely scrub-jay train strikes. The
Refuge is increasing suitability of scrub lands for scrub-jays specifically utilizing prescribed fire
and exotic species control. Scrub-jays have recently been observed utilizing Refuge scrub lands
and scrub-jay families are present throughout scrub managed lands of JDSP. With more suitable
habitat planned through active prescribed fire programs, scrub-jays are expected to expand
territories increasing the likelihood of scrub-jays crossing the rail corridor.

Chapter 7.2.11 (pg. 7-10) Threatened and Endangered Species and Other Protected Species
section identifies consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) has helped develop mitigation methods for minimizing effects to
threatened and endangered species. The DEIS states: “Specific measures will be implemented
by AAF to mitigate for potential temporary and permanent impacts to the habitat of certain
federally listed species.” The DEIS does list the need to survey for scrub-jays pre-construction,
however, increasing train trips and speeds through scrub habitat may have an adverse impact on
scrub-jays. The DEIS does not discuss specific measures to implement beyond pre-construction
surveys. Mitigation measures to address train/scrub-jay impacts should be identified and
managed for, however, fencing is not an acceptable impact avoidance measure.

Gopher Tortoise and Commensal Species

Gopher tortoises occur throughout Refuge scrub lands in varying densities. Additional
information is needed on impacts where curvature of rail will be needed, specifically impacts to
gopher tortoise and commensal species associated with gopher tortoise including eastern indigo
snake (Drymarchon couperi), gopher frog (Lithobates capito), and Florida mice (Podomys
floridanus). In addition, information relative to how vibration may impact gopher tortoise and
commensal species is lacking, specifically damage to burrows. Given the reasonable
assumption that higher rates of speed and more rail trips increase the likelihood of wildlife injury
and/or death from train strikes, methods to provide for movement of gopher tortoise and
commensal species through the rail corridor is lacking. Incorporating wildlife crossings along
the N-S Corridor would help support wildlife migration across the rail corridor and would help
decrease potential wildlife/train collisions.

Fencing

Chapter 3.3.3.3 (pg. 3-37) identifies fencing the rail corridor where Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) hazard analysis review determines that fencing is required for safety.
Proposed plans provided during the LMM identify six foot fence (where required). Meeting
minutes referenced in Appendix 5.3.6-A identified one of the “solutions” for Florida scrub-jay
impacts is fencing.

DEIS Acronyms and Abbreviations Glossary (pg. xxxvi), describes Wildlife Corridors as “a belt
of habitat that is essentially free of physical barriers such as fences, walls, and development, and





connects two or more larger areas of habitat, allowing wildlife to move between physically
separate areas.” Efforts to further wildlife connections should be made along the N-S Corridor,
including but not limited to a reduction in fenced FECR ROW specifically where the ROW
bisects adjacent lands managed for wildlife resources.

Fencing should be discouraged in areas where landscapes are managed for wildlife, as fences
disrupt landscape connections and can limit wildlife migration. Fencing would only exacerbate
other wildlife impacts, especially in areas where prescribed fire is used as a habitat management
tool. Animals would be trapped from crossing where they need to for numerous purposes with
fencing in place. Fencing the FECR corridor adjacent to the Refuge would further decrease
Refuge landscape connections. Adding fences to this corridor segment would incorporate a
physical barrier for terrestrial species movement and would act to cut off these belts of habitats
from each other.

Wildlife Crossings

Fences in concert with strategically placed wildlife crossings may help direct species to safe
harbor across the corridor - either under the rail corridor via constructed underpasses or over via
smoothed, at grade track and grade systems. In addition, slowing speeds through natural areas
would decrease risk of train/wildlife collisions.

Providing wildlife crossings in strategic locations would decrease wildlife/train impacts where
wildlife is prevalent. While wildlife passages are proposed for the E-W Corridor, none are
proposed for the N-S Corridor which will be experiencing the same cumulative increase in
impacts as the E-W corridor during the operational phase. Appendix 5.3.6-A1 acknowledges
that potential actions are to consider installing fences along the corridor to prevent scrub-jay
collisions, but that fencing may impede other species. However, this impediment could be
mitigated by the provision of wildlife crossing structures. Based upon the consequential increase
in number of train passages/events and increased speeds, the project is likely to result in impact
to wildlife above and beyond exiting rail operations, The DEIS has not provided information to
demonstrate no increase in impacts or to quantify potential impacts.

The Refuge is considered high quality habitat per September 2013 Biological Assessment
conducted by AMEC Environment and Infrastructure. The DEIS proposes to reduce landscape
connections through the advent of fencing and increased rail trips and speeds. Landscape
connections could be provided for rather than reduced if reasonable measures including
strategically located wildlife crossings, limited fencing, and reduced rail speeds are employed
specifically where natural areas occur on either side of the rail corridor. Wildlife crossings
would aid species migration and reduce potential train/wildlife strikes for many species
migrating through the landscape including gopher tortoise and mammals such as raccoon as
examples.

Plants

Page 3-6 of the DEIS identifies that listed species assessments did not include an evaluation of
plants. Plant assessments should be included as proposed changes to the existing rail line may
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adversely affect listed plant species. A known population of federally listed (endangered)
Lakela’s mint occurs on Refuge interest lands adjacent to FECR ROW. The population is one of
five small, reproductively isolated colonies remaining in Florida, each of which continues to
decline in plant number due to overgrowth of competitive plans species and continued
development pressure (Island Press Field Notes, 2014). Lakela’s mint flower in the fall and are
pollinated by bees (Island Press Field Notes, 2014). More train trips and higher rates of speed
are expected to increase wildlife strikes including to pollinating insects and this may have a
direct impact on the ability of plant colonies to distribute and expand including the Refuge
population of Lakela’s mint. Adverse impacts of the project on pollinators including bees and
other insects are not addressed in the DEIS nor are adverse effects to listed plant species as a
whole.

Invasive Species

Section 5.3.5.2 Natural Upland Habitats (Environmental Consequences 5-101) discusses the
potential spread and distribution of invasive species as a result of project development.
Specifically, “Construction along any active or inactive rail corridor, or constructing a new rail
line, may increase the width of canopy gap over the railbed and would likely require removing
exiting vegetation on the elevated railbed. This linear gap, extending through natural
communities, may allow invasive exotic plant species to colonize the railbed or adjacent areas.”

Throughout the Refuge/FECR corridor many invasive plants exist in varying densities including
Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius), Australian pine (Casuarina equisetifolia),
Carrotwood (Cupaniopsis anacardioides) as examples. Invasive plants occurring on FECR
ROW are considered a seed source and increase the threat of exotic species invading Refuge
lands. The Refuge has a very active invasive species control program to control the continued
spread of existing invasive species and to stop new invasions.

The DEIS fails to identify actions that would limit the spread of existing invasive species and
fails to identify actions to rapidly respond to new invasive species that may occur throughout the
rail corridor. Management actions to control dispersal of non-native species to natural areas
would augment adjacent natural land management efforts where costly invasive exotic control
campaigns are ongoing.

Invasive species control to maintenance levels should be provided on FECR lands throughout the
rail corridor in a combined natural lands management effort to limit spread of invasive species to
new areas, and to best control existing invasive species populations from continued spread
throughout the rail corridor and to adjacent lands.

Continued Access for Law Enforcement, Resource Management, Emergency Response and
Fire

The present one-rail configuration of FECR ROW adjacent to the Refuge provides access to
lands on either side of the corridor. A drivable, unimproved path on the western boundary
provides access to Refuge interest and JDSP lands south of Mile Post 275. Refuge Law
Enforcement officers utilize this access path to patrol Refuge lands and as a secondary benefit,
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has accessed this path for over two decades to conduct routine and special operations in wooded
areas not readily accessible any other way. In addition Refuge Fire and Management personnel
utilize the access path to conduct routine or special operations as needed. This access path
provides the Refuge an ability to quickly and effectively secure Refuge lands from illicit
activities.

The DEIS does not recognize existing access of the FECR ROW for emergency response, law
enforcement, fire or management purposes and it is unclear if access would continue to be
provided for these crucial services. According to the site plans provided during the LMM, a 15.5
foot wide area that appears to be an access path is proposed adjacent to the western railbed. A
drainage ditch is proposed west of the 15.5 foot wide area. Fencing is also proposed “where
required” that would effectively make inaccessible the entire rail system including the 15.5 foot
wide path and drainage system.

Maintaining access is a critical component to best protect natural resources of the Refuge and
FECR Corridor. Continuing to provide efficient, ready access contributes to effective emergency
response of law enforcement and unplanned fire as examples, and aids Refuge management
efforts including conducting safe and effective prescribed fire events and controlling invasive
species. In addition, continuing to provide access would benefit and help secure lands managed
by multiple parties including FECR, Refuge, JDSP, and Martin County.

Finally, it should be recognized that the Refuge will continue to manage scrub utilizing
prescribed fire as a preferred management tool. Prescribed fire in Refuge units proximal to the
FECR ROW would produce smoke across the FECR corridor that may last many days post fire
given fuel loads and weather.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and your cooperation in the effort to protect fish and
wildlife resources. If you have any questions regarding this project, please contact me at 772-

546-6141x204
Si?cerel/y J
[ -f]
U7

illiam Miller, Refuge Manager
Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge

cc: electronic only
Sylvia Pelizza, Refuge Area Supervisor, Florida
Rolf Olson, Project Leader, Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge





LITERATURE CITED

AMEC Environmental and Infrastructure, Inc. 2013. Biological Assessment for the All Aboard
Florida Passenger Rail Project from Orlando to Miami, Florida. Species under USFWS
Jurisdiction. AMEC Project No. 6063-12-0212.

Bergh, Chris. 1998. Proposal for non-native invasive plant control and habitat restoration.
Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge. Fish and Wildlife Service internal document.

Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge (HSNWR) Comprehensive Conservation Plan. 2007.
227 pp.

Martin County. 2012a. Florida Scrub-Jay Survey conducted as part of Martin County
Engineering, Capital Projects: CR A1A/SE Dixie Highway Bike Lanes. Project Number
431649-1-58-01. Revised October 2012.

Martin County (Schober, T.M.). 2012b. Cultural Resource Assessment Survey: Dixie Highway
Bike Lanes Project From US| to Saturn Street Hobe Sound, Martin County, Florida.
Financial Project ID No. 431649-1-58-01.

Race, T. 1994. Establishment of a new population of Dicerandra immaculata at the Hobe Sound
National Wildlife Refuge in Florida. Unpublished report prepared for the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service; Jacksonville, Florida. On file at U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, South
Florida Ecosystem Office, Vero Beach, Florida

Florida Department of State. 2012. Cultural Resources Assessment Report 19696 for the Martin
County Dixie Highway Bike Lanes Project from US1 to Saturn Street. Hobe Sound,
Florida. Prepared by Theresa M. Schober, 90 pp.

Florida Department of State. 2013. Cultural Resources Assessment Report 20495 for the All
Aboard Florida Passenger Rail Project From Orlando to West Palm Beach. Prepared by
Janus Research, Inc. 395 pp.

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. 2012. Gopher Tortoise Management Plan
(Gopherus polyphemus).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1987. Recovery plan for Lakela’s mint (Dicerandra
immaculata). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Atlanta, Georgia.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2004. Standard protection measures for the eastern indigo
snake. Fish and Wildlife Service, South Florida Ecological Services Office;
Vero Beach, Florida.

U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service. 1990. Recovery plan for the Florida scrub-jay. U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Atlanta, GA.

13





Appendix A. Hobe Sound National Wildlife Species Lists

Rare fish species within the contiguous area of Hobe Sound

including Indian River Lagoon and Atlantic Ocean*

National Wildlife Refuge,

Common Name Scilentific Name State Listing
Common snook Centropomus undecimalis S-T
Atlantic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus 3-T
Opossum pipefish Microphis brachyurus lineatus S-T
Mangrove rivulus Rivulus marmoratus S-T
Bigmouth sleeper Gobiomorus dormitory S-T
River goby Awaous tajasica S-T
Slashcheek goby Gobionellus pseudofasciatus S-T
Mountain mullet Agonostomus monticola S-R
Lake Eustis pupfish Cyprinodon variegatus hubbsi S-S8sC
Mangrove rivulus Rivulus marmoratus S-S8C
Striped croaker Bairdiella sanctaeluciae §-88C
Spottail goby Gobionellus stigmaturus S-8SC

‘Florida Cammittes on Rare and Endangerad Plants and Animals stalus categories only

ST

5-R

8-8sC

State Threatenad means the species is likaly to become endangered in the slate within the forseeable future if

cumrent trends continue.,

Rare includes species that are polentially at risk because thay

habitat in the state or are sparsely distributed.

are found within a restricted geographic range or

Species of spacial concemn warrant special attention because they are vulnerable to exploitation or environmental

changes and havs long term population dechnes.

Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge
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Threatened and endangered species found on Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge

State

Federal

Common Name Scientific Name Listing | Listing

Reptiles

Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) E
Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) T
Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) T
Florida gopher frog (Rana capito) SSC

Florida pine snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus) SsSC

Gopher tortoise {Gopherus polyphemus) SSC
Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) E E
Mammals

Florida mouse (Podomys floridanus) SSC

West Indian manatee* (Trichechus manatus latirostris) E
Southeastern beach mouse (Peromyscus polionotus niveiventris) T T
Birds

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) E T
Black skimmer (Rynchops niger) SS8C

Brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) S8C

Florida scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens coerulescens) T T
Least tern (Sterna albifrons) T

Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) SSC

Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) SSC
Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) E

Piping plover (Charadirus melodus) T T
Southeastern American kestrel | Falco sparverius paulus T
Tricolored heron Egretta tricolor SSC

Wood stork Mycteria americana E E
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Common Name Scientific Name L?;:’I:’g i?:t?r:;l

Plants
Bay cedar Suriana maritima E
Beach jacquemontia Jacquemontia reclinata E E
Beach star Cyperus pedunculatus E
Burrowing four-o'clock Okenia hypogaea E
Florida perforate cladonia Cladonia perforata E E
Four-petal pawpaw Asimina tetramera E E
Geiger tree Cordia sebestena E
Giant leather fern Acrostichurmn danaeifolium T
Golden polypody Phiebodium aureaum T
Inkberry Scaevola plumieri T
Johnson's seagrass* Halophila johnsonii E T
Lakela's mint Dicerandra immaculata E E
l.arge-flowered rosemary Conradina grandiflora E
Nodding pin weed Lechea cernua T
Shoestring fern Vittaria lineata T
Sand dune spurge Chamaesyce cumulicola E
Twistpine prickly pear cactus Opuntia compressa T
Wild-pine, giant Tillandsia utriculata E
Wild-pine, reflexed Tillandsia balbisiana T

*Manatees and Johnson's seagrass are found in state water adjacent to the refuge.

E= endangered

T= threatened

85C= species of special concern
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Birds known to occur on Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge

Seasonal Abundance
a=abundant
c=common
y u=uncomman
o=occasional
r=rare

Common Name

Common Loon

Horned Grebe
Pied-billed Grebe
Northern Gannet
American White Pelican
Brown Pelican
Double-crested Cormorant
Anhinga

Magnificent Frigatebird
American Bittern

Least Bittern

Great Blue Heron
Great Egret

Snowy Egret

Little Blue Heron
Tricolored Heron
Reddish Egret

Cattle Egret

Green Heron
Black-crowned Night Heron
Yellow-crowned Night Heron
White Ibis

Glossy lbis

Roseate Spoonbill
Wood Stork

Black Vulture

Turkey Vulture

Wood Duck
Green-winged Teal
American Black Duck
Mottled Duck

Mallard

Spring

OcCcocCc o oOocCcocc o ocCccoO

| el o B e

Seasonal Appearance
Spring=March-May
Summer=June-August
Fall=September-November
Winter=December-February

Summer Eall Winter

0 u

u

u u c

0 o}

o} u

c c c

u u u

u u u
u
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u u u

u u u

o u u

u u u

o u u

r

u u u
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0
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0 0
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Common Name
Northern Pintail
Blue-winged Teal
Northern Shoveler
Gadwall

American Wigeon
Canvasback
Redhead
Ring-necked Duck
Lesser Scaup
Hooded Merganser
Red-breasted Merganser
Ruddy Duck

Osprey
Swallow-tailed Kite
Bald Eagle
Sharp-shinned Hawk
Cooper's Hawk
Red-shouldered Hawk
Broad-winged Hawk
Red-tailed Hawk
American Kestrel
Merlin

Peregrine Falcon
Northern Bobwhite
Clapper Rail
Common Moorhen
American Coot
Black-bellied Plover
Wilson's Plover
Semipalmated Plover
Piping Plover
Killdeer

American Oystercatcher
Greater Yellowlegs
Lesser Yellowlegs
Willet

Spotted Sandpiper
Marbled Godwit
Ruddy Turnstone
Red Knot

Sanderling
Semipalmated Sandpiper
Western Sandpiper

Spring

0

[0 I =t

cCOCCc ccCcoOCc

c

o]

Summer

Fall

u

o

ccoocooCccoO 0OCOoOCO0OO0C

cocCccoc
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Winter
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O~ Cc o000 O Y
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Common Name

Least Sandpiper

Dunlin

Short-billed Dowitcher
Long-billed Dowitcher
Common Snipe
Laughing Gull
Bonaparte’s Gull
Ring-billed Gull

Herring Gull

Great Black-backed Gull
Gull-billed Tern

Caspian Tern

Royal Tern

Sandwich Tern

Common Tern

Forster's Tern

Least Tern

Black Tern

Black Skimmer

Rock Dove

Mourning Dove
Common Ground Dove
Yellow-billed Cuckoo
Mangrove Cuckoo
Eastern Screech Owl
Great Horned Owil
Barred Owl

Common Nighthawk
Chuck-will's-widow
Whip-poor-will

Chimney Swift
Ruby-throated Hummingbird
Belted Kingfisher
Red-headed Woodpecker
Red-bellied Woodpecker
Yellow-bellied Sapsucker
Downy Woodpecker
Hairy Woodpecker
Northern Flicker
Pileated Woodpecker
Eastern Wood-Pewee
Eastern Phoebe

Great Crested Flycatcher

Spring
u

u
u
u

o

o cCccCcocC

CCCCcC0O0QCCOCOCCCOO0OC TOMMOLOC

Summer
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Common Name
Eastern Kingbird

Gray Kingbird

Purple Martin

Tree Swallow

Biue Jay

Florida Scrub jay
American Crow

Fish Crow

Brown Creeper
Carolina Wren

House Wren
Ruby-crowned Kinglet
Blue-gray Gnatcatcher
Hermit Thrush
American Robin

Gray Catbird

Northern Mocking Bird
Brown Thrasher

Cedar Waxwing
Loggerhead Shrike
European Starling
White-eyed Vireo
Solitary Vireo
Red-eyed Vireo
Black-whiskered Vireo
Orange-crowned Warbler
Northern Parula

Yellow Warbier

Cape May Warbler
Black-throated Blue Warbler
Yellow-rumped Warbler
Yellow-throated Warbler
Pine Warbier

Prairie Warbler

Palm Warbler

Blackpoll Warbler
Black-and-White Warbler
American Redstart
Prothonotary Warbler
Ovenbird

Common Yellowthroat
Hooded Warbler
Yellow-breasted Chat

Spring
u

LCcOOC OO0

DO CCcCO0OO0OCOO0OCCCCOOO0OCCODOCCCCOODOCCCCEEDO

Summer

u
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Common Name
Northern Cardinal
Rose-breasted Grosbeak
Indigo Bunting
Painted Bunting
Eastern Towhee
Chipping Sparrow
Field Sparrow
Savannah Sparrow
Grasshopper Sparrow
Sharp-tailed Sparrow
Bobolink
Red-winged Blackbird
Eastern Meadowlark
Rusty Blackbird
Boat-tailed Grackle
Common Grackle
Orchard Oriole
Spot-breasted Oriole
Baltimore Oriole

Pine Siskin

American Goldfinch
House Sparrow

Spring
u
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Mammals, reptiles, and amphibians known to occur on Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge

a=abundant
c=common
u=uncommeon
o=occasional
r=rare
ex=exotic

Common Name

Status

Mammals

Virginia Opossum
Nine-banded Armadillo
Eastern Cottontail
Marsh Rabbit

Gray Squirrel

Eastern Woodrat
Hispid Cotton Rat
Florida Mouse
Raccoon

Eastern Spotted Skunk
River Otter

Gray Fox

Bobcat

West Indian Manatee
Feral Hog

White-tailed Deer

Reptiles

Alligator
Loggerhead Turtle
Atlantic Green Turtle
Leatherback Sea Turtle
Florida Box Turtie
Gopher Tortoise
Indo-Pacific Gecko
Green Anole

Brown Anole

Florida Scrub Lizard

OO0 C OO0 O0TTOECO0OCC

c o
x®
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Common Name

Status

Southeastern Five-Lined Skink
Ground Skink

Six-lined Racerunner
Southern Black Racer
Southern Ring-Neck Snake
Eastern Indigo Snake

Corn Snake

Yellow Rat Snake

Scarlet Kingsnake

Eastern Coachwhip

Rough Green Snake

Florida Pine Snake

Eastern Coral Snake

Eastern Diamond-Backed Rattlesnake
Dusky Pigmy Rattlesnake

Amphibians
Oak Toad

Green Treefrog
Barking Treefrog
Squirrel Treefrog
Cuban Treefrog

Q

cCoCcooQocCcTCcCE™TOOC

ccCcccCc
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Piants known to occur on Hobe Sound National Wildlife Refuge 2001

Order/Family

Agavaceae

Aizoaceae
Alismataceae

Amaranthaceae
Amaryllidaceae

Anacardiaceae

Annonaceae

Apocynaceae

Aquifoliaceae

Araliaceae

Arecaceae

Asclepiadaceae

Asteraceae

— e

Scientific Name

Agave decipiens
Sansevieria hyacinthoides*
Yucca aloifolia*

Sesuvium portulacastrum
Sagittaria lancifolia

Alternanthera maritima
Iresine diffusa

Crinum americanum

Metopium toxiferum
Schinus terebinthifclius™
Toxicodendron radicans

Asimina reficulata

Allamanda cathartica™
Catharanthus roseus*
Rhabdadenia biflora

llex cassine
Schefflera actinophylla®

Cocos nucifera*
Sabal palmetio
Serenoa repens

Cyannchium scoparium
Funastrum clausum

Ambrosia artermisiifolia
Baccharis halimifolia
Balduina angustifolia
Bidens alba var. radiata
Bidens bipinnata
Borricha frutescens
Carphephorus odoralissimus
Chrysopsis scabrella
Conyza canadensis
Emilia fosbergii

Emilia sonchifolia
Eupatorium capillifolium
Eupatorium serotinum

Common Name

Wild Century Plant

Bowstring hemp, iguana tail
Spanish bayonette, Aloa yucca
Sea purslane

Bulltongue arrowhead

Seaside joyweed
Juba's bush

String lily, Seven sisters

Habitat

SP
D
BH
BH
SW

BH
LH

SwW

Poisanwocd, Florida poison tree TH

Brazilian pepper
Poison ivy

Netted pawpaw

Golden trumpet
Madagascar periwinkle
Mangrove vine

Dahoon holly
Schefflera, Octopus tree

Coconut palm
Cabbage palm
Saw palmetto

{Unknown)
White twinevine

Common ragweed
Saltbush, Eastern baccharis
Coastalplain honeycombhead
Beggarticks, Bidens
Spanish needles

Sea ox-eye (Unknown)
Vanilla leaf

Coastalplain goldenaster
Canadian horseweed
Florida tassel flower

Lilac tassel flower

Dog fennel

Late eupatorium

DI
TH

(]
DI
Sw
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Order/Family

Avicenniaceae
Bataceae

Blechnaceae

Boraginaceae

Brassicaceae

Bromeliaceae

Burseraceae

Cactaceae

Capparaceae

Caricaceae

Caryophyllaceae

Casuarinaceae

Scientific Name

Gamochaeta pensylvanica
Helianthus debilis
Heterotheca subaxillaris
Hierocium gronovii

lva imbricata

Mikania cordifolia

Mikania scandens
Palafoxia feayi

Peclis glaucescens
Pityopsis graminifolia
Pluchia ordorata

Solidago odora var. chapmanii
Solidago stricta
Sphagneticola trilobata*
Tridax procumbens®
Verbesina virginica

Avicennia germinans

Batis maritima

Blechnum serrulatum
Cordia sebestena*
Heliotropium curassavicum

Tournefortia graphalodes

Cakile lanceolala
Lepidium virginicum

Ananas comosus”
Tillandsia balbisiana
Tiflandsia recurvata
Tiltandsia utriculata
Bursera simaruba
Opuntia humifusa
Opuntia stricta
Selenicereus pteranthus®

Capparis cynophallophora
Capparis flexuosa

Carica papaya

Paronychia americana
Stipulicida setacea

Casuarina equistifolia*

Common Name Habitat
Pennsylvania everlasting DI
Cucumberleaf sunflower BH
Camphor plant

Hawkweed (Unknown) TH
Beach elder, Seacoast marshelder
Flotida keys hempvine

Climbing hempvine SP
Feay's palafoxia SP
Sanddune cinchweed

Narrowleaf silkgrass

Saltmarsh fleabane (Unknown) SW
Chapman's goldenrod DI
Wand goldenrod BH
Bay Biscayne, Creeping oxeye BH
Coat buttons DI
lceweed, White crown beard  SP
Black mangrove SwW
Turtleweed, Saltwort BH
Swamp fern, Toothed midsorus SW
fern

Largeleaf Geiger tree TH
Seaside heliotrope BH
Sea lavender (Unknown) TH
Coaslal sea rocket BH
Pepper grass DI
Pineapple Di
Northern needleleaf SP
Small ballmoss SP
Spreading air-plant SP
Gumbo-limbo TH
Devil's tongue, prickly pear

Erect prickly pear BH
Princess of the night DI
Jamaican caper TH
Bay-leaved caper TH
Papaya TH
American nailwort BH
Pineland scaly pink SP
Australian pine BH
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Order/Family

Chenopodiaceae

Chrysobalanaceae

Cistaceae

Combrecaceae
Combretaceae

Commelinaceae

Convolvulaceas

Crassulacaeae

Cucurbitaceae

Cupressaceae
silicicola

Cyperaceae

Cladium mariscus ssp.

Scientific Name
Casuarina glauca

Atriplex cristata
Chenopodium ambrosioides
Salicornia virginica

Suaeda linearis

Chrysobalanus icaco
Licania michauxii

Helianthemum corymbosum
Helianthemurn nashii
Lechea cernua

Lechea deckertii

Conocarpus erecta
Laguncularia racemosa

Commelina diffusa*
Commelina erecta
Tradescantia spathacea*

Ipomoea alba
{pomoea imperati
Ipomoea pes-caprae

Kalanchoe daigremontiana
Kalanchoe delagoensis
Kalanchoe fedtschenkoi

Melothria pendula
Momordica charantia

Juniperus virginiana var

Buibostylis ciliatifolia
Jamaicense

Cyperus croceus
Cyperus ligularis
Cyperus nasii

Cyperus odoratus
Cyperus retrorsus
Cyperus rotundus
Cyperus strigosus
Cyperus surinamensis
Remirea maritima
Rhynchospora colorata
Rhynchospora megalocarpa
Scleria triglomeralta

Common Name
Grey sheoak

Crested saltbush
Mexican tea
Virginia glasswort
Annual seepweed

lcaco coco-plum
Gopher apple

Pine barren frostweed
Florida scrub frostweed
Nodding pinwood
Deckert's pinwood

Buttonwood mangrove
White mangrove

Climbing day-flower
Whitemouth day-flower
Boatlily, oyster plant

Fropical white morning-glory
Beach morning-glory
Bayhops

Devil's backbone
Chandelier plant
Lavender scallops

Guadeloupe cucumber
Balsam pear

Southern red cedar

Capillary hairsedge
Jamaica sawgrass
Baldwin’s flatsedge
Alabama swamp flat sedge
Sedge (Unknown)
Fragrant flats sedge
Pine barren flat sedge
Purple nut-sedge
Strawcolor flat-sedge
Tropical flat-sedge
Beach star

Star rush, Whitetop
Sandyfield beaksedge
Whip nutrush

Habitat
BH

Sw

SP
SP
DI

LH

SwW
SwW
SW

Sw

sSwW
BH

BH
SwW
Sw
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Order/Family Scientific Name Common Name Habitat
Davalliaceae Nephrolepis exaltata Boston fern LH
Dioscoreaceae Dioscorea alata* Water yam DI
Empetraceae Ceratiola ericoides Rosemary, Sand heath SP
Ericaceae Gaylussacia dumosa Dwarf huckleberry

Lyonia fruticosa Coastalplain staggerbrush SP

Lyonia lucida Fetterbrush lyonia SP

Monotropa unifora Indian pipe SP
Euphorbiaceae Chamaesyce blodgettii Spurge, Limestone sandmat BH

Chamaesyce cumulicola Coastal dune sandmat

Chamaesyce hypericifolia Graceful spurge

Chamaesyce Coastal beach sandmat, BH

mesembryanthemifolia

Cnidoscolus stimulosus Finger rot, Tread softly SP

Croton glandulosus Vente conmigo, Tropic crolon D3

Croton punctatus Gulf croton, Beach lea BH

Drypetes Izteriflora Guiana plum

Euphorbia polyphylla Lesser Florida spurge, Scrub spurge

Jatropha integerrima Peregrina

Phyllanthus abnormis Drummond's leaf-flower BH

Poinsettia oyathophora Wild peoinseftia (Unknown) BH
Fabaceae Abrus precatorius® Rosary pea Dl

Acacia auriculiformis* Earleaf acacie BH

Caesalpinia Poinciana, Nicker BH

Canavalia rosea Bay bean, Seaside bean BH

Centrosema virginianum Butterfly pea DI

Chamaecrista fascicufate Sleeping plant SP

var. fasciculate

Crotalaria palfida var. obovata Smooth rattiebox DS

Crotalaria pumila Low rattlebox DS

Crotalaria retusa Rattleweed

Crotalaria rotundifolia Rabbitbells

Dalbergia ecastophyllum Coin vine, Fish poison

Dalea feayi Feay's prarie clover SP

Desmodium incanum Tickclover

Erythrina herbacea Eastern coral bean

Galactia regularis Eastern milkpea

Galactia volubilis Downy milkpea

Indigofera hirsuta Roughhairy indigo

Lupinus diffusus Oakridge lupine SP

Medicago lupulina Black medic

Mimosa quadrivalvis Fourvalve mimosa

Rhynchosia cinerea Brownhair snoutbean

Senna pendula Valamuerio, Christmas senna

Sophora fomentosa Yellow necklace pod BH

Vigna luteola Deerpea DI
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Order/Family
Fagaceae

Goodeniaceae

Guttifenae

Iridaceae
Juglandaceae

Lameaceae
Lamiaceae

Lauraceae

Loasaceae
Lythraceae

Malvaceae

Moraceae

Myricaceae

Myrsinaceae

Myrtaceae

Nyctaginaceae

Scientific Name
Quercus chapmanii
Quercus geminata
Quercus myrtifolia

Scaevola plumieri
Scaevola sericea*

Calophyllum inophyflum*

Sisyrinchium angustiflium
Sisyrinchium xerophyflum

Carya floridana

Monarda peclinata
Conradina grandiflora
Dicerandra immaculata
Piloblephis rigida
Trichostema dichotomum

Cassytha filiformis
Neclandra coriacea
Persea borbonia
Persea humilis

Mentzelia floridana
Ammania coccinea
Hibiscus tiliaceus
Kosteletzkya virginica
Sida acuta

Thespesia popuinea*

Ficus aurea
Morus rubra

Marella cerifera

Ardisia escaflonioides
Myrsine floridana

Eugenia axillaris

Eugenia foetida
Melaleuca guinquenervia®
Syzygium jambos*

Boerhavia diffusa
Guapira discolor
Okenia hypogaea

Common Name

Chapman's cak
Sand live oak
Myrtle oak

Gullfeed, Inkberry
Beach naupaka

Alexandrian laurel

Blue-eyed grass
Jeweled blue-eyed grass

Scrub hickory

Pony beebalm

Largeflower false rosemary
Lakela's mint

Wild pennyroyal

Forked blue-curls

Devils gut
Lancewood
Red bay
Silk bay

Poorman's patch

Scarlet anumania {Unknown)
Mahoe

Saltmarsh mallow

Common wireweed,
Southern sida

Seaside mahoe

Strangler fig
Red mulberry

Wax myrtle

Mariberry
Guianese colic wood

White stopper

Habitat
SP
SP
sP

BH
BH

Boxleaf stopper, Spanish siopper

Cajeput tree
Rose apple

Red spiderling
Longleaf blolly
Burrowing 4 o'clock,
Beach peanut

TH

DI
TH
BH
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Order/Family Scientific Name Common Name Habitat
Olacaceae Ximenia americana Tallowwood 5P
Oleaceae Forestier segregata Florida privet TH
Onagraceae Gaura angustifolia Southern beeblossom
OCenothera humifusa Seaside primrose BH
Oenothera laciniata Cutleaf evening-primrose
Phytolaccaceae Phytolacca americana Pokeweed BH
Rivina humilis Rouge plant LH
Pinaceae Pinus clausa Sand pine SP
Pinus elliotii Slash pine
Plantaginaceae Plantago virginica Virgina plantain
Plumbaginaceae Plumbago scandens Wild plumbago LH
Poaceae Andropogon capillipes Chalky bluestem
Andropogon floridanus Florida bluestem SP
Andropogon glomeratus Bushy bluestem
var. purnifus
Aristida condensata Piedmont threeawn
Aristida gyrans Corkscrew threeawn
Bambusa glaucescens™ Golden goddess bamboo DI
Bambusa vulgaris® Common bamboo Dl
Bothriochioa pertusa Pitied beardgrass
Brachiara mutica* Paragrass (Unknown) DI
Cenchrus echinatus Southern sandspur BH
Dactyloctenium aegyptium* Crowfoot grass DI
Dichanthelium aciculare Narrowleaf panicum BH
Dichanthelium commutatum Variable panicgrass
Dichanthelium dichotomum Cypress panicgrass
var. ensifofium
Dichanthelium sabulorum Hemlock rosette grass
var. thinium
Digitaria ciliaris Southern crabgrass
Distichlis spicata Sall grass BH
Eremochioa ophiuroides Centipede grass
Eustachys petraea Pinewood fingergrass (0]
Melinis repens* Rose natal grass DI
Muhlenbergia capillaris Hairawn muhly
Oplismenus hirteilus Bristle haskelgrass
Panicum amarum Bitter panicum BH
Paspalum distichum Knotroot paspalum BH
Paspalum setaceum Thin paspalum
Schizachynum sanguineum Crimson bluestem
Selaria parviflora Marsh brittlegrass SP
Spartina patens Saltmeadow, Cordgrass sw
Sporobolus virginicus Seashore dropseed sSw
Stenotaphrum secundaturn St. Augustine grass Sw
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Order/Family

Polygalaceae

Polygonaceae

Pteridaceae

Rhamnaceae

Rubiaceae

Rutaceae

Salicaceae

Sapindaceae

Sapotaceae

Scrophulariaceae

Selaginellaceae
Simaroubaceae

Smilacaceae

Scientific Name

Uniola paniculata
Urochloa maxima

Phiebodium aureum
Polygoneilia ciliata
Polygonella fimbriata
Polygala grandiflora
Polygonella polygama
Polygaonella robusta

Antigonon leptopus™
Coccoloba diversifolia
Coccoloba uvifera

Crostichum danaeifolium
Pteridium aquilinum

Colubrina asiatica*
Krugiodendron ferreum

Chiococca alba
Ernodea littoralis
Galium hispidulum
Psychotria nervosa
Randia aculeala
Richardia grandifiora
Richardia scabra
Spermacoce assurgens

Amyris elemifera
Zanthoxylum clava herculis
Zanthoxylum ragara

Salix caroliniana
Cupaniopsis anacardioides*
Dodonaea viscosa

Exothea paniculata

Sideroxylon tenax
Sideroxylon foetidissimum

Nuttallanthus canadensis
Russelia equisetiformis*

Selaginella arenicola
Simarouba glauca

Smilax auriculata
Smilax laurifolia

Common Name
Sea oats
Guineagrass

Golden polypody
Hairy jointweed
Sandhilt jointweed
Showy mitkwort
October flower
Largeflower jointweed

Coral vine
Pigeon plum
Sea grape

Intand leather fern
Bracken fern

Asian snakewood
Leadwood, Black ironwood

West Indian mitkberry
Coughbush, Beach creeper
Coastal bedstraw

Seminole balsamo

White Indigoberry
Large-flower mexican clover
Rough mexican clover
Wocdland false buttonweed

Torchwood

Hercules club

Wild lime (Unknown)
Coastal plain willow
Carrotwood

Florida hop-bush
Inkwood

Tough bully
False mastic

Canada toadflax
Fountain bush

Sand spikemoss
Paradise tree

Earteaf greenbriar
Laurel greenbriar

Habitat
BH

TH
SP
SP
SP
DI

TH
BH

DI
DI

SP
TH
SP
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Order/Family Scientific Name
Solanaceae Capsicum annuum

Physalis viscosa
Solanum plychanthum
Solanum erianthum

Surianaceae Suriana maritima

Urticaceae Boehmeria cylindrica

Paielaria floridana
Urera lobala

Verbenaceae Callicarpa americana

Glandularia maritina
Lantana camara
Vitex trifolia™

Vitaceae Parthenocissus quinquefolia

Vitis rotundifolia
Vitis rotundifolia

var. munsoniana
Vittaria lineata

Key 1o abbreviations of Habitat:

Common Name

Cayenne pepper
Ground cherry
Black nightshade
Potato tree

Bay cedar

Smallspike, False nettle
Pellitory

Aramina

American beauty-berry
Coastal mock vervain
Lantana

Simpleleaf chastetree

Virginia creeper
Muscadine grape
Munson's grape

Shoestring fern

Habitat

TH
BH
SP
LH

BH

BH- Beach and Strand

TH- Tropical Hammock

LH- Low Hammock {(oak and palm)
SP- Florida Scrub

PF- Pine Flatwoods

WP-  Wet Prairie

WM-  Wetland Mosaic

SW-  Swamp

DI- Disturbed

* Exotic
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From: timjb66@yahoo.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Hold The Train
Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 4:40:17 PM

Take your train and shove it up Obama’s ass

Sent from Windows Mail


mailto:timjb66@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: cdsailorll@gmail.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Home on St. Lucie River
Date: Thursday, September 25, 2014 11:01:43 AM

To whom it may concern,

My wife and | are lifelong cruisers from CT. | was impressed with the East Coast of Florida and
its easy access to the ocean. We moved into a condo on the St. Lucie river in 2002 after living
aboard our 36” sailboat for 5 years. The condo is in Circle Bay Yacht Club, near the Palm City
Bridge and in relatively protected areas. | purchased a 26 ft. Wellcraft fishing boat that | knew
would not go under the railroad bridge, if it was down. | have experience with taking trawlers
and other power boats through that bridge and others on the Intercoastal. | have waited to
pass under the Stuart bridge for up to 45 minutes when two trains were coming. It has

been annoying but not “show stopping”.

This is now “show stopping” for boating in this area AND we are being forced to help pay for
it! I cannot imagine waiting for the number of trains predicted at that Stuart old rusty railroad
bridge. | sold my boat last year because of the changes here in the river. Now you are going
to remove the access we have had to cleaner water. | cannot live long enough to wait every
day for that number of trains to go fishing.

Dennis Robinett
1950 SW Palm City Rd. 12-301
Stuart, FL 34994

Sent from Windows Mail


mailto:cdsailor11@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Joan Dollinger

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I am a supporter of this project.
Date: Thursday, September 25, 2014 4:23:32 PM

| am a supporter of this project.

Sent from Joan Dollinger's iPhone.


mailto:sdoll@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: janice heitzman

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | AM AGAINST THE TRAIN
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 12:14:05 PM

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

PLEASE STOP THE PROGRESS OF THE ALL ABOARD RAILROAD MOVEMENT IN FLORIDA.
THISTRAIN WILL RUIN OUR QUIET WAY OF LIFE IN PORT ST LUCIE AND STUART, FLORIDA.
THE CITIZENSWHO LIVE HERE DO NOT WANT THE TRAIN, DO NOT WANT THE NOISE,

DO NOT WANT THISINTERFERENCE IN OUR LIFESTYLES. THISISNOT PROGRESS.

IT SERVES NO USEFUL PURPOSE EXCEPT TO INCREASE VISITORS TO DISNEYWORLD.

IN ADDITION, IT ISA MONEY MAKING VEHICLE FOR THE RAILROAD BUSINESS AND WILL
NOT BENEFIT OUR PEACEFUL AREA ONE DIME. IT WILL CREATE HAVOC AND DISTURBANCE.
STOPTHE ALL ABOARD RAILROAD MOVEMENT IN FLORIDA.

A FLORIDIAN RESIDENT SINCE 1989,

A CONCERNED CITIZEN,

JANICE HEITZMAN
PORT ST. LUCIE, FLORIDA


mailto:janiceheitzman@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Kirtis Douglas

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I am not aboard the new trains....
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:16:33 AM

We live close to the railroad tracks and do not want more trains running through our
neighborhood. Let them take their trains to the west. Makes more sensel

Thank you,

Kirtis Douglas


mailto:douglaskirtis@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Jane

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I am not All Aboard
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 7:25:36 AM

Why tie up al the boat and car traffic an addition 32 times a day to take a FEW passengers to Orlando? After
departing West Palm Beach, cut west and use existing tracks that run up through the center of the State.

How can you make a profit? | know Amtrack and TriRail aren't.

Justine Jane Ball
Stuart, Fl


mailto:janehobesound@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Eleetwood Chesnutt

To: AAF_Comments_Reply
Subject: I am speaking up against the All Aboard Florida
Date: Thursday, December 4, 2014 5:43:30 PM

My husband and | are Floridians. Born and raised on the East Coast. We have raised a family here,
are local business owners and still have a large family living in Vero Beach Florida. My husband and |
are against All Aboard Florida. Our address is 6466 55th Square, Vero Beach, Fl. The closest fire
station is on the other side of the tracks from our home as well as the beach, the river and closest
grocery store, post office and several of our family members. We will not benefit from this venture
and it will have a serious negative impact of our everyday lives. It is my opinion that to be a success
the tracks should be west of the major population centers along the river on the east coast.

Fleetwood and Jan L. Chesnutt
FleetwoodChesnutt@att.net
Home office 772-562-8921
Cell 772-913-1380


mailto:fleetwoodchesnutt@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=6f443a89df8149c4949d741a40776144-AAF_Comment

From: Bob Poller

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | object to a high speed rail system through my community, Hobe Sound, Stuart,
Date: Sunday, September 21, 2014 2:15:22 PM

| object to a high speed rail system running through my community.
Hobe Sound, Stuart, Palm City, Port St Lucie to Ft Pierce, Vero are not
the mega cities of WPB, FTL, and Miami.

| feel AAF will add unwanted accident risks, injury to the elderly or disabled, and children at
play or riding bikes over the crossings or around cluttered round abouts, as cars await for the
trainsto pass.

AAF has no response to people's feelings...taxpayers who will be charged

in many ways, to upkeep their at grade crossings,and ruin the audio of cam
watersin the Indian River Lagoon and riversthat run intoit. You will ram and
bust the silence of nature, the chatter of birds, and chase off animals as

you go through or near protected parks. You'll scare the feathers and fur

off many of our wild neighbors. Y ou are not wanted

inour quiet low key communities.

Run your trains along the Turnpike out of residents backyards.

Don't make me stop for your commercial ventures that chug through

my part of Florida's paradise. You can't do "substantially straight line" traffic with more than
shallow curves. Floridais not like that.

Y our efforts never highlight that the primary users of your trains would
include local residents. Y ou'll not fill your seats with locals, and that
means tourists...who primarily want more than Mickey Mouse...and that's
al you have to offer.  Ummm, maybe freight when your high speed fails.

Bob Poller, Port St Lucie, FL

Plan 2. Follow the Turnpike, and stay out of the cities and residential areas.  Trade your
FEC tracks for some new rails along beautiful,

Florida countryside and ranches, next to the Turnpike.


mailto:pollerbob@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: David Dale

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | object to AAF
Date: Wednesday, November 12, 2014 1:35:12 PM

Words can hardly express how angry | am that the men behind AAF knowingly and willingly intend to damage me, my family and my neighbors. To
add insult to injury they even have the effrontery to want me, as ataxpayer, to pay for the damage. Thisislike forcing prisonersto dig their own
graves.

If the FRA approves thisloan it will simply prove that, once again, the wealthy control the government and that the FRA isjust atool of the wesalthy.
In this case you are just as guilty as the people behind AAF in having no sense of community and no sense of decency.

David Dae

4701 S. Indian River Drive
Ft. Pierce, FL 34982
772-595-0929


mailto:ddale1st@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: overboard

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | Oppose AAF
Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 7:39:52 PM

Another Day of being late to an appointment because of a 100 car freight train coming through Port
Salerno. OK, | can deal with that once or twice a day. Bringing 32 passenger trains through our
town, even 5 cars at a time will surely negatively impact our way of life here. Could you image 32
crossings???? With two tracks, more freight cars no doubt will be coming through our town as

well. | tried to keep an open mind on this but | have come to the realization that the total
inconvenience brought to our neighborhoods for something that will not benefit us at all. | believe
this to be another case of big business and investors not caring what hardships it imposes on the
silent majority. | am definitely against All Aboard Florida using the FEC tracks, they should move out
west to use the existing tracks where the impact will be minimized.

Bob Mazz
4800 SE Anchorage Drive
Stuart Fl, 34997


mailto:overboard4u@bellsouth.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Ruth Parsons

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | oppose All Aboard Florida
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2014 11:06:30 AM

| am concerned about potential delay at rail crossing for emergency response and law
enforcement vehicles... My husband has a heart condition and the potential delay could mean
the difference between life and death for him: | oppose All Aboard Florida.


mailto:rruthparsons@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Maribeth Renne

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | oppose All Aboard Florida"s high-speed passenger rail.
Date: Sunday, November 9, 2014 9:53:38 AM

RE: Florida's High-Speed Passenger Rail
As a resident of Vero Beach, Florida, | would like to voice my oppostion to the proposed All Aboard Florida.

| have concerns that the quality of life in our Treasure Coast communities will be greatly diminished. On the flip
side, we will derive no benefit from the project. This project is clearly not for the greater good of most citizens of
Florida -- it is for the greater good of only a fraction of the people in a handful of cities.

Please think of the majority of residents and not just the chosen few before making this decision.

Maribeth

Maribeth D. Renne, CMF

Internationally Certified Career Management Fellow

Ambassador and Former Governor, Institute for Career Certification International
609 953 8853 (office)

609 668 4191 (cell)

maribeth@maribethdrennecmf.com

www.maribethdrennecmf.com


mailto:maribeth_renne@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:maribeth@maribethdrennecmf.com

From: Carol Vyhonsky

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | OPPOSE the All Aboard Florida project!
Date: Saturday, October 11, 2014 4:33:39 PM

| am writing during the public comment period to inform you that | am a resident of
Melbourne, Brevard County, Florida. The proposed route of the train will take it right
through my hometown, with no stops. | am OPPOSED to this project due to the negative
impact it will have on my community with regard to traffic issues, the high speed of the train,
maintenance of the tracks, noise issues and taxpayer cost. There are only NEGATIVES for us
in Brevard County, NO positives!

Thank you for allowing me to submit my comment.

Carol Vyhonsky
Melbourne, Florida


mailto:cvyhonsky@earthlink.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Geoff Sluggett

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | Support All Aboard FL!
Date: Tuesday, September 23, 2014 9:26:38 AM

Dear Mr. Winkle,

| am writing to show my full support for the All Aboard Florida project. | grew up here in West
Palm Beach. In fact, | grew up less than % mike from the FEC rail corridor. Trains in this area
are a part of our everyday life. We have tri rail that runs on another rail line that has been a
valuable transposition alternative. Our answer to transportation improvement in S. Florida
has been to add more lanes to |-95 and the Turnpike. We have to start looking at other
alternatives besides the passenger car. All of the opposing comments are bogus. The silent
majority of folks are supportive of this project and see it as a way to make Florida an
economic driver that will make Florida the leading state in the country. Thank you.

Geoff Stggett

Geoffrey B. Sluggett & Associates, Inc.
500 S. Australian Ave., Suite 710
West Palm Beach, FL 33401

Tel. 561.689.2202

Fax 561.689.8380

Email: GBS@Sluggett.com
Sluggett.com


mailto:gbs@sluggett.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
file:////c/sluggett.com

From: Ward Viator

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | support All Aboard Florida!
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 10:43:46 AM

Attn: John Winkle

| would like to offer my full support to the All Aboard project. | am a native of Fort Lauderdale, Florida
and spent much of my youth and adulthood in coastal activities in Broward, Palm Beach and Martin
Counties. Some of my earliest life's memories are in Stuart, Florida and there is nothing that | would
want to negatively impact this town over the long term. | strongly believe that with many more tourist
and business travelers passing through the downtown area of Stuart and see this charming location,
they will be certain to return and enjoy all the wonderful treasures there on a more leisurely basis.

The All Aboard Florida project is certainly the most promising development to occur in Florida over the
last 50 years. It will be transformative to those of us who live and travel this state often. | can't wait to get
out of my car and onto a train.

Thank you,
Ward
Ward Viator | The Viator Company

(ward@viatorcompany.com) | Phone 813.289.2933 | Cell 813.230.7996 |
4301 Anchor Plaza Parkway | Suite 400 | Tampa, FL 33634


mailto:ward@viatorcompany.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
mailto:ward@viatorcompany.com

From: Ali Soule

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | support All Aboard Florida
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 5:18:49 PM

All Aboard Florida is a much-needed project for the state of Florida. With our increasing population and congestion, we must look toward
alternative mobility choices to get people off of the roads and into transit. All Aboard Florida will benefit the environment. The service will
reduce emissions, reduce congestion and noise impacts along the route. It will also create significant economic impact for the entire

state. For all of these reasons, | support All Aboard Florida.

Thank you,
Ali Soule
Miami, FL


mailto:absoule@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Mark

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | Support All Aboard Florida
Date: Sunday, November 30, 2014 10:58:55 PM

| support All Aboard Florida all the way from up here in New York State. My family and several relatives
have often gone down to Florida many times before but unfortunately have to use bus service to and
from the Major Airports in Florida (either Orlando & Miami). The Railroad would be a good deal for
everybody in general in the region of the proposed Rail Line. Also, | would ignore those who oppose the
project (most notably the Not All Aboard Florida Group). This is the Florida East Coast's Right of Way
and the Railroad owns the Right of Way, it's not under the identity of Public Property but PRIVATE
PROPERTY, property of which the FEC Owns. The FEC Railway has every right to do what it feels it
wants to do with the land they own. | say the project goes forward, anything to get away from the
Interstate Mess in the Major Cities of Miami or Orlando.

Mark Lacari
sonnyy92@aim.com


mailto:sonnyy92@aim.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Shirley Mckenzie

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: I think this is a waste of tax payer money and should be totally canceled
Date: Friday, September 19, 2014 5:39:56 PM

Sent from my iPhone


mailto:smaust2@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Robin Makowski

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: | Vote No
Date: Tuesday, October 21, 2014 3:52:36 PM

We live a half-block from the railroad tracks and believe that our property value as well as our
daily peace would be greatly affected by All Aboard Florida, which would not otherwise
benefit the Treasure Coast community at all. | aso believe the whole project is being sold as
something for commuters but is untimately an excuse to put in tracks in order to transport
more gas and oil through our neighborhoods. That remains to be seen.

We residents of the Treasure Coast are NOT on board.

Robin Lee M akowskKi
Art Sudio Coordinator
TheElliott Museum

825 NE Ocean Boulevard
Stuart, FL 34996
772-225-1961, ex 121

www.elliottmuseum.org


mailto:rmakowski@elliottmuseumfl.org
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
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From: galemrobertson@gmail.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: |
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 9:08:30 AM

| would like to voice my disapproval of All Aboard Florida’s plan for a high speed rail from
Miami to Orlando. | have seen no concrete evidence that there is sufficient need for this for
commuting between Miami/Ft. Lauderdale/& West Palm Beach to reach a destination via rail
to Orlando which could justify the expense or the negative impact.

Living off the far eastern end of Cove Road in Stuart, | have seen the impact of the freight rails
on our neighborhood. This is a pre-existing situation which | must accept (including the noise
& impact upon traffic) but | feel the “commuter” rail to Orlando is both unnecessary and only
a burden on everyone except inner-city Miami & the politicians who have benefitted from
campaign donations from the investors in All Aboard Florida!!!

Why take a “commuter” rail to the sprawling Orlando area and it’s varied but far-reaching
attractions and/or businesses...you’d still need to find local transportation or rent a car. Let’s
be practical; this is not a good plan.

Oh, here comes a freight train...even with all windows closed and a goodly distance from the

tracks, | am listening to the engineer blowing his warnings at each crossing. Why would |
want more of that for a program which does not serve the needs of the VAST majority of

Sent from Windows Mail


mailto:galemrobertson@gmail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: pmerr8448

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Impact of AAFtrains
Date: Monday, October 27, 2014 10:20:07 AM

My name is Peggy Merritt and | live in a manufactured home in Hobe Sound.

| recently retired as a Realtor after over 30 years in Hobe Sound selling to many
people that now live close to the "tracks" that run through our neighborhoods. My
home vibrates when the current trains run through.

Adding the additional trains speeding through Hobe Sound would seriously affect our
quality of life and our Real Estate values would definitely go down and our "Small
town atmosphere" would be gone as well as the safety of our roads

Please, Please seriously consider locating these trains west of Martin County where
they would have a more direct route through a less densely populated area. Thank
you.


mailto:pmerr8448@bellsouth.net
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From: LARRY

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: IMPACT OF ALL ABOARD FLORIDA ON EAST CENTRAL FLORIDA
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:27:07 PM

Attachments: no train.docx
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PUBLIC RESPONSE TO THE “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” PROPOSAL

BY BEVERLY HALL

PALM CITY, FL

WE CAN CONCLUDE THAT THE “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” BUSINESS PLAN IS NOT VIABLE BECAUSE UNSUBSIDIZED PASSENGER TRAINS IN THE US HAVE NOT BEEN PROFITABLE AND BECAUSE THE PROPONENTS OF “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” WOULD SHOW THE PLAN TO THE PUBLIC IF IT WERE ECONOMICALLY VIABLE.

WE CAN ALSO CONCLUDE THAT THE DETRIMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE PLAN ARE TREMENDOUS.

THE PROPOSED SCHEDULE OF “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” TRAINS COMBINED WITH FREIGHT TRAIN TRAFFIC WOULD AFFECTIVELY PREVENT BOATS FROM PASSING UNDER THE ROOSEVELT BRIDGE DURING DAYLIGHT HOURS WHICH HAS THE FOLLOWING CONSEQUENCES:

*THE TREASURE COAST MARINE INDUSTRY WOULD BE HURT VERY SEVERELY.

*THE VALUE OF ALL THE WATERFRONT PROPERTY WEST OF THE ROOSEVELT BRIDGE AND ON THE OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY WOULD BE REDUCED SIGNIFICANTLY (PROBABLY OVER 20 %).

*DAYTIME PASSAGE TO AND FROM THE OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY WOULD BE ELIMINATED.

*IF OCCASIONAL BRIEF OPENINGS DO OCCUR, BOATS WOULD BE CROWDED TOGEATHER AND ATTEMPTS TO PASS THROUGH DURING THE BRIEF OPENINGS WOULD RESULT IN VERY HAZARDOUS PASSAGE.

*SOME NIGHT PASSAGE MIGHT BE POSSIBLE BUT IT WOULD BE MUCH MORE HAZARDOUS THAN DAYTIME PASSAGE ESPECIALLY FOR NOVICE BOATERS.

THE POSSIBILITY OF “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” WITH 32 PASSENGER TRAINS PER DAY AND THE ANTICIPATED INCREASED FREIGHT TRAIN TRAFFIC RUNNING ALONG THE BEAUTIFUL, QUAINT, POPULATED CENTRAL EASTCOAST OF FLORIDA IS AN OUTRAGE. THIS INCREASED TRAIN TRAFFIC REDUCES PROPERTY VALUES, REDUCES TOURISM, REDUCES LOCAL AND MARINE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, INCREASES TRAFFIC CONGUSTION, AND DESTROYS THE CHARACTER OF OUR COASTAL TOWNS. THE COSTS TO THE PUBLIC OF IMPLEMENTING “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” ON THE COASTAL FLORIDA RAIL LINE ARE ORDERS OF MAGNITUDE GREATER THAN THE COSTS REQUIRED TO BUILD A 2ND RAIL LINE THROUGH THE CENTER OF THE STATE THAT WOULD PASS THROUGH SPARSLEY POPULATED AREAS  AND PROVIDE A MORE DIRECT ROUTE TO ORLANDO. THE COSTS TO THE PUBLIC AND THE DAMAGE TO EAST CENTRAL FLORIDA’S COMMUNITIES CAUSED BY “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA” ARE AN OUTRAGE MADE EVEN MORE EGREGIOUS BECAUSE WE ,THE TAXPAYERS, ARE BEING FORCED TO PROVIDE THE FINANCING.

ADDITIONALLY, I BELIEVE THAT THE PUBLIC OUTCRY WOULD BE MUCH STRONGER IF THE PUBLIC HAD NOT BEEN CONVINCED THAT “ALL ABOARD FLORIDA”WAS A “DONE DEAL”.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONCIDERATION.

BEVERLY HALL

PALM CITY FLORIDA


From: Jane Grant

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Impact of All Aboard Florida on Fort Lauderdale International Boat Show
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:00:42 PM

Attachments: Letter from Efrem Zimbalist 111.pdf

Attached please find comments from Efrem Zimbalist 111, CEO of Show Management, the
company that produces the Fort Lauderdale International Boat Show, regarding the potential
impact of All Aboard Florida on the boat show and the local marine services industry.

Jane Grant

Pierson Grant Public Relations

6301 Northwest 5th Way, Suite 2600
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33309

(954) 776 — 1999, ext. 224
jgrant(@piersongrant.com

IPRZ=X

Partner agenciesin 100 cities worldwide
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TO: Federal Railroad Administration

FROM: Efrem "Skip" Zimbalist Il

DATE: December 1, 2014

RE: Impact of All Aboard Florida on the Fort Lauderdale International Boat Show

As CEO of Show Management, the company that produces the Fort Lauderdale International
Boat Show, | wish to clarify why details of the plans for All Aboard Florida, specifically as they
relate to drawbridges on the New River, are critically important to the future of the Fort
Lauderdale International Boat Show. '

Each year, during the period of time between the summer boating season in the Mediterranean
Sea and the winter season in the Caribbean, yachts from around the world come to Fort
Lauderdale to get refit and refurbished. The boat show is strategically timed to take place right
before the yachts are preparing to leave Fort Lauderdale for the Caribbean, as their service is
complete.

Boat captains choose to come to Fort Lauderdale to get work done because of the ease of
access to outstanding boatyards, free of hassles and traffic concerns. Make no mistake, if it
becomes difficult to get up the New River, captains have other places to get the work done in
the U.S. and in Europe, whether it is shipyards in North Carolina, Barcelona or other marine
hubs. If the boats do not come to Fort Lauderdale for service, they also will not come to the
show. Rather, they will head straight to the Caribbean from shipyards in other cities.

When word of inconvenience and delays along the New River spreads through the network of
yacht captains and the global marine industry, the impact will not be a small percentage decline
in business; it will be a dramatic and devastating blow to the boat show and Broward County's
marine services companies. The ripple effect on Broward County's hotels, restaurants, taxis and
countless other vendors who provide goods and services to the boat show will be profound.
Each year, the boat show is said to have a greater economic impact on the region than a Super
Bowl. Many other coastal cities would love the chance to host the biggest in-water boat show in
the world!

It is imperative that all relevant government agencies, elected officials and other stakeholders
slow down the plans for All Aboard Florida until its real impact on the marine industry, the Fort
Lauderdale International Boat Show and our region's economy is analyzed and addressed.

Chairman & CEO

MSNE STH AVENUE, FORT LAUDERDALE, FL 33304 » T.954.764. 7642 « TF.BO0.940.7642 « F.854.46=2.4140 « SHOWMANAGEMENT.COM

BOAT SHOW MANAGEMENT 5 PRODUCTION

CONVENTION SEMVICES « CONCESSIONS +» ELECTRIC » TENT SERVICES






From: peppyl1960@aol.com

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Impact of trains
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 2:05:56 PM

We are opposed to this Boondoggle! Many safety issues, destruction of our cities and towns
along the Treasure Coast, high speed trains belong on the tracks West ......... and we
understand that freight trains will significantly increase. Lives could be lost because of the
delays of emergency vehicles. It does not make sense to have 32 trains+ ‘running through
highly populated areas with no protection and not just the crossings!!! How about the miles
and miles of unprotected track!!

Move your train out West!!

Marilyn and Jimmy Evans
Hobe Sound, FL

Sent from AOL Mobile Mail
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From: Your Realestate advisor

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Impact study all aboard Questions
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 12:27:27 PM

1. While the overpass is being constructed at the Pineda Causeway there will not be a quiet
zone at crossing number 272863R (it is not even being considered in the application process).
Will you be taking that into account when you determine any severe noise impacts on the
surrounding properties? What mitigation will be required to account for any severe noise
impacts caused by the lack of quiet zones during this time?

Jinger Knox
321-288-1689
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From: Your Realestate advisor

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Impact Study questions All Aboard
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 10:39:15 AM

1. Do the high speed trains and freight trains create independent noise impacts or are they

combined into one impact? In other words are you taking my ambient reading from my area without
any trains or with the existing trains on the track?

2. What is the severe impact level at my specific property 2720 pine cone drive, Melbourne, fl 32940 and when
was it determined?

3. What is the projected impact level at my specific property (above) after the addition of 32 trains (with and
without quiet zones)?

4. What type of "mediation” will you be recommending to reduce any noise that is considered above the severe
level and will it be a mandatory requirement?

5. What affect will the bridge being constructed on Pineda have on the noise level of surrounding properties?
Considering reverberating noise created from under the bridge made by the trains.

6. Will there still be a "frog" on the tracks north of Pineda after the installation of two tracks?

7. Will there be increased coupling at the tracks north of Pineda after the implementation of the high speed rail?
Will it create additional noise events and have they been accounted for in your noise studies?

Thank you for responding to each question. They are specific and should be answered specifically.

Jinger Knox
321-288-1689


mailto:jingerk@msn.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Walter Blake

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Implimentation of many high speed trains.
Date: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 1:55:24 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle:

Asaresident of Vero Beach, FL, | am writing to you about future plansto add
considerable moretrains going through thistown. We have far too many right
now.

There are many articles about the financial motivation driving this project,
with little to no concern about the human needs of theresidents.

| have one question of you, Mr. Winkle. Do you have any children or parents?
If you do, and lived in Vero Beach on the West side of the town, you would be
very concer ned about thisill conceived train plan. Since the hospital ison the
East side of the tracks, how would you feel if someonein your family needed
life threatening emer gency treatment, but expired because a train was
blocking them from getting to the hospital? I sthe gover nment or thetrain
company going to assume any liability?

Since central Floridais covered with thousands of acres of vacant land, doesn't
it just make common sense to consider that corridor for these high speed and
potentially dangeroustrains?

Instead of being bullied by politicians and big money, I'm sending you this
email so that you, Mr. Winkle, show some genuine concern for the safety and
health of our citizens,

God Bless,

Walter Blake
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From: Peg and Jim

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Improve Florida
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 6:34:36 PM

Let's put our state before short term profits. A beautiful coastal areawill ensure our economic growth. Set a good
example for others wondering about the sanity of thosein charge of Florida's future.

Peg Moore
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From: Pegagy Moore

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Improve the state
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 2:25:18 PM

If the state wants to create new jobs and improve tourism, it would only make common
sense to move the tracks away from the coast. New tracks for freight and the small amount
of passenger travel would work better than trying to go through town after town on old
improved tracks. Rails to trails would increase the tourist trade for all those towns. People
come for the beautiful coast and the activities there.

The only problem with this change seems to be the cost to the people looking to make the

big bucks. Hopefully someone will be able to get a plan to make our state seem progressive
and not just money hungry.

Peggy Moore
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From: Maryanne Wegerbauer

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: In Opposition
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 1:45:00 PM

I am firmly opposed to the All Aboard Florida proposal in its current form.
Please consider moving the rail lines far enough inland (west) to alleviate
the clearly negative impact the high speed trains as proposed would have
on our Treasure Coast communities.

Maryanne Wegerbauer
4740 47th Court
Vero Beach, FL 32967
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From: Csunny34932

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: in regards to this high speed train
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:45:41 AM

The high speed train would have numerous bad effects on Stuart , FL and on Jensen Beach, FL. There
are a number of dangerous intersections and a very old draw bridge this train with go over.

Put this thing out west by the turnpike!!! DO NOT PUT IN ON THE TRACKS THAT GO THRU THESE
CHARMING CITIES. YOU WILL RUIN THEM.

Carole Kugler
7965 Horned Lark Cir
Port St Lucie, FL 34952
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From: JTCinquemani

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: In Support of All Aboard Florida

Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:06:57 PM
Attachments: Support Letter.docx

Please see attached letter of support.

Best,
JT Cinquemani
designer, urban planning and architectural design

canin associates

500 delaney avenue

orlando florida 32801
407.422.4040 ph 407.425.7427 fx
WWW.Canin.com

please think of the ENVIRONMENT before printing this email
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Mr. John Winkle

Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Room W38-311

Washington, DC 20590



Dear Mr. Winkle: 



Please accept this letter in support of the All Aboard Florida project. This new intercity, express passenger rail service will have significant economic benefits for the state of Florida through the creation of jobs, generation of economic impact and tax revenues and increased mobility options. The project is receiving international interest and positions Florida as a global competitor. 



Although the system’s current route is confined to central and south Florida, the economic benefits have statewide implications. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement states that All Aboard Florida is set to have $6.4B in direct economic impact to Florida’s economy over the next eight years and generate $653M in federal, state, and local governments revenue through 2021. The project will create over 10,000 jobs on average per year through the rail line construction and over 5,000 jobs on average per year after the rail line construction is completed through 2021.



All Aboard Florida underscores Florida’s relevance as a mega-region and as the first private, intercity passenger rail system in the entire nation. Supporting this project means supporting Florida’s economy, the creation of thousands of jobs, and an improved quality of life for our state. 



Sincerely, 



JT Cinquemani

Designer, Urban Planning and Architectural Design Canin Associates

500 Delaney Avenue

Orlando, Florida  32801

407.422.4040 ph.  407.425.7427 fx.

www.canin.com


From: Max Jaramillo Fertig

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Include a bike path...

Date: Tuesday, November 25, 2014 1:57:46 PM
Sirs:

Please consider a bike path parallel to the tracks all the way up from Miami to Fort Lauderdale
to West Palm and beyond.

Such amodest investment; so many dividends.
Thank you for your time,
Max Jaramillo

2154 SW 25th Terrace
Miami, FL 33133
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From: ALLEN JAGGARD

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Increased rail traffic
Date: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 12:08:02 PM

We are residents at 9053 SE Anstis PL, Hobe Sound FL 33455. W live 1/2
bl ock west of the railroad line and as such are directly affected by
every train that passes by.

The proximty of the rail road line to our hone affects us in three
speci fic ways:

1. The vibration fromthe trains is felt within our house and is
the source of cracks in our floors and foundation. I|ncreased rai
traffic will aggravate this situation

2. The sound of every train is heard within the house, which
coincidentially is a block house with double pane hurricane w ndows.
The addition of an additional 32 trains passing by would add to an
al ready environnentally offensive noise problem

3. The plans for All-Aboard Florida have no econonic benefit for
Martin County and seens nostly to be oriented towards increasing
revenues for the tourist industry in Olando. The negative inpact to
areas other than Orlando far exceeds any possible benefit to the few
areas served by planned train stations.

In addition to the aforementi oned reasons for our objecting to AAF,
there is no conceivable way that the project can be cost beneficial. It
is an economically unsound, ill-conceived, and environmentally
of fensive project that needs to be cancelled forthwith.

Si ncerely,
Karen T. Jaggard
Allen C. Jaggard

9053 SE Anstis PL.
Hobe Sound FL 33455
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From: ANTHONY LANG

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Independent review

Date: Friday, October 3, 2014 11:39:01 AM
Dear sirs;

There are too many unanswered questions in this process. And independent review
of the impact and remediation planned should be conducted so that ALL parties may
be satisfied. Any review conducted by politicians or the railroads is bound to be
predjudiced and weighted toward their opinions and desires.

This proposal only benefits two major metropolitan areas and puts the rest of the

citizens of Palm Beach County at risk or at the very least, great inconvenience!

Anthony Lang
14691 Edna Way
Delray Beach, FL 33484

http://www.flickr.com/photos/allpa_561/


mailto:allpa@aol.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment
http://www.flickr.com/photos/allpa_561/

From: nnmcalpin@comcast.net

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Independent study
Date: Friday, October 3, 2014 12:17:35 PM

I want to have my serious concerns added to the many citizens of south Florida, in,
first, the concept of high speed trains in our area. You will destroy the small town life
and lively hood, compromise our safety with blocking access to medical/rescue
help, justimagine if it's your child that needs medical immediate help, or perhaps
your elderly mother or father. And snag, block traffic for extreme amount of time
waiting to cross the tracks.

But the reason I'm writing at this moment is concerning the impact study report being
drafted by YOU. That's like having the wolf guarding the hen house ! Of course you
are going to spin your report, no, make that...story....to color it all in favor of what you
want. We need an INDEPENDANT study drafted, with INDEPENDANT facts, the
real story. If you truly believed what you are saying to us, the people risking
everything for your economic gains, then you wouldn't be afraid of the TRUTH, if
fact, you would encourage it.

I'm hoping you will stand up to the plate, and do the right thing, have an independent
group find the facts. Better yet, put the darn train out in our western corridor, then
you would most likely be welcomed with open arms.

Nancy McAlpin
nnmcalpin@comecast.net
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From: Kate Pingolt Cotner

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Cc: Dylan Reingold

Subject: Indian River County Comments to the DEIS for the All Aboard Florida passenger rail project (Miami-Orlando)
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 3:28:04 PM

Attachments: Indian River County"s Comments to FRA.pdf

Dear Mr. Winkle,

| have attached Indian River County’s comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
concerning All Aboard Florida’s proposed passenger rail service between Miami and Orlando,
Florida. Please be advised that Indian River County has also sent a hardcopy of its comments with
exhibits via Fed-ex. The hardcopy should be arriving tomorrow.

Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter.

Rate Pingolt Cotuer, Eg.
Assistant County Attorney
Indian River County

1801 27th Street

Vero Beach, Florida 32960-3365
kcotner @ircgov.com

Phone: (772) 226-1406

Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released
in response to a public-records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this
office by phone or in writing.

B% Before printing this e-mail, think if it is necessary. Think Green!
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OFFICE OF COUNTY ATTORNEY

Dylan Reingold, County Attorney
William K. DeBraal, Deputy County Attorney
Kate Pingolt Cotner, Assistant County Attorney

Via Email and Overnight Mail
December 1, 2014

Mt. John Winkle

Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jetsey Avenue, SE, Room W38-311
Washington, DC 20590

RE: All Aboard Florida Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Winkle:

The Board of County Commissionets of Indian River County, Florida (the “Board”) tespectfully
submits the attached comments to the Federal Railtoad Administration (“FRA”) with regard to the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”), and Section 4(f) Evaluation prepared for All
Aboatd Florida’s proposed passenger rail setvice between Otlando and Miami, Florida (the
“Proposed Project”).

After reviewing the DEIS, it is axiomatic that the DEIS is incomplete. The DEIS does not
adequately analyze any of the viable alternatives to the FECR. Moteover, the DEIS does not provide
a thorough examination of the negative environmental impacts the Proposed Project will have on
the communities along the N-S Cotridot of the proposed track. In particular, the Boatd has
identified 2 number of potentially significant environmental impacts that were not adequately
addressed in the DEIS, and others that were not examined at all. Consequently, the DEIS fails to
provide the FRA with the information needed to satisfy its obligations under NEPA

As indicated in the attached comments, the current DEIS precludes a meaningful analysis of the
Proposed Project. Therefore, the Board requests that no further action be taken by FRA to advance
the Proposed Project, unless and until a supplemental DEIS is prepared, and the subsequent
requirements of NEPA, Section 4(f), Section 106 and the CZMA ate fully satisfied.

Respectfully,

ylan Reingold
County Attotney

FEnclosure

1801 27t Street, Vero Beach, Florida 32960-3365 (772) 226-1424* Fax (772) 569-4317





The Board of County Commissioners of Indian River County, Florida

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the
All Aboard Florida, Orlando to Miami, Florida Intercity Passenger Rail Project

The Board of County Commissioners of Indian River County, Florida (the “Board”) respectfully
submits these comments to the Federal Railroad Administration (“FRA”) with regard to the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”), and Section 4(f) Evaluation dated September 2014
prepared for All Aboard Florida, Orlando to Miami, Florida Intercity Passenger Rail Project (the
“Proposed Project”). The Proposed Project’s sponsor, All Aboard Florida — Operations LLC
(“AAF”), has applied for $1.875 billion dollars in federal funds through the Railroad Rehabilitation
and Improvement Financing (“RRIF”) program, which is administered by the FRA."

The DEIS was prepared to assist the FRA in satisfying its obligations with respect to the Proposed
Project under the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 US.C. § 4321 ¢t seq., and
applicable NEPA requirements, including the regulations adopted by the Council on Environmental
Quality (“CEQ”), appearing at 40 C.F.R. Parts 1500-1508, FRA’s regulations appearing at 49 C.F.R.
§ 260.35, FRA’s “Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts” published at 64 Fed. Reg. 28545
(5/26/1999) (“FRA NEPA Procedures”), and Order 5610.1C “Procedures for Considering Environmental
Impacts” issued by the United States Department of Transportation (“USDOT”) (9/18/1979)
(“USDOT NEPA Procedures”) (attached as Exhibit A).

NEPA requires that “to the fullest extent possible” an environmental impact statement (“EIS”): (i)
disclose and assess the impacts of major federal actions significantly affecting the environment; and
(if) consider the reasonable alternatives to such actions and mitigation measures that would avoid or
minimize those impacts. See 42 U.S.C. § 4332; 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. The fundamental purpose of
these requirements is to ensure that federal decision-makers understand the short and long-term
impacts of their actions, and how such impacts might be addressed, before they take action.

For the reasons discussed in detail below, the Board believes that the DEIS does not take a “hard
look” at the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project, and fails to provide FRA with the
information needed to satisfy its obligations under NEPA. In particular, the Board has identified a
number of potentially significant environmental impacts that were not adequately addressed in the
DEIS, and others that were not examined at all.

Moreover, the DEIS contains information intended to satisfy Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (“Section 1067), 16 U.S.C. § 470 e7 seq., which requires federal agencies to consider
the effect of their undertakings on historic resources, through a consultation process that requires
that local governments be invited to participate. FRA failed to follow this mandatory process by
electing not to invite most local governments, including Indian River County (the “County”), to
participate. As a result, the DEIS missed several historic resources within the County, and probably
many others in localities that also were not invited to join in the Section 106 consultation. FRA

! On March 15, 2013, AAF submitted two RRIF loan applications to FRA for a total of $1.875 billion.
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cannot, therefore, satisfy its Section 106 obligations based on the information presented in the
DEIS.

Likewise, the Section 4(f) Evaluation prepared for the Proposed Project is fundamentally flawed.
That analysis is supposed to assist FRA in protecting publicly owned parklands, recreation areas, or
historic sites of national, State, or local significance. Under Section 4(f) of the Department of
Transportation Act of 1966, Pub. L. 89-670 (1966) (now codified at 49 U.S.C. § 303(c)), FRA is
prohibited from approving any project that would “use” a Section 4(f) resource unless it finds: (1)
there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that resource; and (2) the program or project
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the resource resulting from the use. 49 U.S.C. §
303(c); FRA NEPA Procedures § 12, 64 Fed. Reg. 28552. As discussed in the comments below, the
Board believes the Section 4(f) Evaluation fails to identify or assess the effects of the Proposed
Project on significant Section 4(f) resources, and does not provide FRA with a sound basis for
issuing findings under Section 4(f).

Similarly, the DEIS does not provide the analysis needed for a consistency determination under the
federal Coastal Zone Management Act (“CZMA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1451 ¢f seq.

In light of the serious deficiencies the Board has identified in the DEIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation,
the Board is deeply concerned that the Proposed Project has already advanced well beyond the
preliminary planning stage, and gives the appearance of becoming a fait accompli. FRA has allowed
AAF to segment the environmental review of the Miami to West Palm Beach component (“Phase
I”) from other portions of the Proposed Project, and construction of Phase I has begun without a
cumulative analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Project as a whole. Moreover, according to
FRA’s “On-Site Engineering Report — Part 2 for All Aboard Florida” at 2 (9/23/2014) (attached as
Exhibit B), engineering plans for portions of the Proposed Project running through (at least)
Brevard and Indian River Counties are expected to be advanced to 90% by March 2015. Perhaps
most alarming are statements within the DEIS itself that FRA has already made key determinations
with regard to the Proposed Project at such an early point in the environmental review process that
it did not even have the benefit of NEPA documentation to inform its decision-making. For
example, the DEIS states “IFRA has determined that the significant delays, costs, and risks associated
with the use of elevated structures make raising any of the corridor bridges not feasible.” DEIS at
5-27.

The Board notes that NEPA prohibits federal agencies and applicants for federal agency approvals
or funding from taking actions that would limit the choice of alternatives or otherwise signal
premature approval of the application in advance of completion of the NEPA process. See FRA
NEPA Procedures § 7(c), 64 Fed. Reg. 28549; 49 C.F.R. § 260.35(e); 40 C.F.R. § 15006.1. Typically,
agencies within the USDOT use preliminary design work to prepare relevant NEPA documentation,
in recognition of the fact that advancing design beyond that stage could tip the agency towards a
commitment to a particular course of action without a fair and balanced consideration of reasonable
alternatives.
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To summarize the problems identified in these comments, the DEIS is grossly inadequate and
precludes a meaningful analysis of the Proposed Project. The Board, therefore, requests that no
further action be taken by FRA to advance the Proposed Project, unless and until a supplemental
DEIS is prepared, and the subsequent requirements of NEPA, Section 4(f), Section 106 and the
CZMA are fully satisfied. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c); FRA NEPA Procedures § 13(e), 64 Fed. Reg.
28554.

Set forth below are the Board’s comments on the DEIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation. Also attached,
and incorporated into the Board’s comments, are the technical comments prepared by CDM Smith,
the environmental consultant the Board retained to review the DEIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation.

1. Alternatives: The Alternatives Analysis Provided in the DEIS is So Narrowly
Circumscribed by AAF’s Financial Interests as to be Meaningless.

The alternatives analysis is supposed to be “the heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40
CIF.R. § 1502.14. Accordingly, agencies are directed by the CEQ Regulations to “[r]igorously
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” that might avoid or minimize the
impacts disclosed in an EIS. Id. While every conceivable alternative need not be examined, a “range
of reasonable alternatives” meeting the purpose and need of the action must be considered. Id’
One example provided by USDOT guidance of the sorts of alternatives to be considered are those
“related to different locations ... which would present different environmental impacts.” USDOT
NEPA Procedures, Attachment 2 at 3.

Notwithstanding the significant impacts that operation of a high speed train along the Florida East
Coast Railroad (“FECR?”) corridor would have on the densely populated east coast of Florida, the
DEIS lacks a comparative environmental analysis of even one alternative route. Instead, it short
circuits the alternatives analysis by narrowly defining the “purpose and need” for the Proposed
Project based on AAF’s preferences, and then screening out all the other available routes in a
“tiered” approach as failing to meet that sharply circumscribed purpose and need.

Thus, the DEIS states that “.4AAF identified /#s primary objective for the Proposed Project, which is
to provide an intercity rail service that is sustainable as a private enterprise.” DEIS at 2-10 (emphasis
added). “Sustainable,” according to the document, means that operation of the rail service can
“meet revenue projections” and “operate at an acceptable profit level.” Id; DEIS at 3-1. Stepping
off from the objective of providing a profitable rail service, the DEIS then applied “AAF evaluation
criteria” including “six critical determining factors.” Prominent among those factors were those
relating to project economics, including the ease with which AAF could acquire property, the ability
to “commence construction in the near term to control costs,” and limiting the ‘“costs of

Likewise, USDOT guidance states that an essential element of an alternatives analysis should be a “rigorous
exploration and an objective evaluation of the environmental impacts of all reasonable alternative actions,
particularly those that might enhance environmental quality or avoid some or all of the adverse environmental
effects.” USDOT NEPA Procedures, Attachment 2 at 3.

Page 3
1824679 November 25, 2014





development, including cost of land acquisitions, access, construction, and environmental
mitigation.” Id. at 3-2. The document then applies such “critical determining factors” to other
available routes. Given the fact that AAF had already secured from its parent corporation the land
interests needed for the Proposed Project, and AAF put forward a wholly unrealistic build year of
2016, it is no surprise that the analysis came to the preordained conclusion that all the other
alternatives are so meritless as to not warrant substantive analysis in the DEIS.

By creating a screen that is tilted in one direction only, the DEIS side-stepped the fact that the
Florida High Speed Rail Authority in a 2003 alternatives evaluation entitled “Orlando-Miami Planning
Study” rated every other route as superior to the FECR corridor than would be used by the Proposed
Project. That study compares the FECR route to three other potentially available north-south
corridors in the following table:

Route Travel Time Capital Cost Ridership / Revenue Environmental
CSX Fair Good Fair Fair

1-95 Good Fair Good Good
Turnpike Good Good Fair Good

FECR Poor Poor Good Poor

Orlando-Miami Planning Study at 1-6 (attached as Exhibit C).

Thus, under three of the four criteria applied in that study -- travel time (a factor cited as critical in
the DEIS on page 3-5), capital cost and environmental impacts -- the FECR corridor was rated at
rock bottom. It is only in terms of revenue that the Proposed Project tied with another alternative
and was rated favorably. Thus, if the DEIS were to look beyond the economic interests of AAF, the
sponsor of the Proposed Project, to salient issues such as environmental impacts, other routes
would certainly merit detailed consideration in the DEIS. However, those routes were ruled to be
off limits under self-serving criteria of AAF’s own devising.

The truncated approach utilized in the DEIS does not conform to the requirements of NEPA for
one fundamental reason: it is not the project sponsor’s purpose and need that should control the
alternatives analysis, but the agency’s purpose and need in taking the action that is the subject of the
NEPA review. Thus, AAF’s desire to turn a profit should not dictate the alternatives considered by
FRA in determining how it should expend federal rail funds. Guidance issued by CEQ states that
“li]n determining the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is ‘reasonable’
rather than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying out a
particular alternative. Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the
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technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the
standpoint of the applicant.” CEQ, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations”
Question 2a, 46 Fed. Reg. 180206, 18027 (3/23/1981).

The Board does not dispute that the economic objectives of the Proposed Project sponsor may be
taken into account by the agency in defining its purpose and need, and in identifying the alternatives
for consideration in an EIS. However, those interests should not be given such weight as to exclude
other relevant considerations. This is especially so with respect to high speed rail in Florida, where a
number of potentially viable options have been carefully studied in planning documents that have
been previously prepared in relation to other projects. According to the Orlando-Miami Planning Stud,
CSX, I-95 and the Florida Turnpike corridors present far fewer environmental impacts and a much
sounder basis for public investment than the FECR corridor. However, the referenced alternatives
were summarily dismissed in the DEIS without any sort of analysis considering whether the chosen
FECR alternative would cause the most negative impacts to: (a) the health and safety of the citizens
of the Treasure Coast of Florida, (b) the historical and archeological sites along the Treasure Coast
of Florida and (c) the fragile Indian River Lagoon.” FRA cannot simply ignore other legitimate
alternatives simply because AAF, the sponsor of the Proposed Project, would like it to do so.

2. Cumulative and Secondary Impacts: The DEIS Fails to Assess the Cumulative and
Secondary Impacts of the Proposed Project, in Combination with Reasonably
Foreseeable Future Actions.

Under NEPA, FRA is obligated to examine not only the direct and immediate effects of the
Proposed Project, but also its zudirect or secondary impacts and its cummulative impacts, in combination
with those of other reasonably foreseeable actions. See CEQ’s NEPA Regulations, 40 C.F.R. §§
1502.16, 1508.8; FRA NEPA Procedures §§ 10(b), (14(n), 64 Fed. Reg. 28550, 28554; USDOT
NEPA Procedures, Attachment 2 at 4; see also CEQ, “Considering Cumulative Effects under NEP.A”
(1/1997) (attached as Exhibit D). With respect to indirect effects, the CEQ regulations ate clear
that impacts that are caused by an action, but “are later in time or farther removed in distance, but
are still reasonably foreseeable” must be thoroughly considered in an EIS. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.
More particularly, the growth-inducing impacts of a transportation project must be carefully
examined. Id. The CEQ regulations are equally clear with respect to cumulative impacts, requiring
that the effects of an action must be “added to [those of] other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes
such other actions.” Id. § 1508.7; see also zd. § 1508.27(b)(7). These principles have been applied by

The Indian River Lagoon is North America’s most diverse, shallow-water estuary. It spans approximately 156
miles along Florida’s east coast. The total estimated annual economic value of the Indian River Lagoon is $3.7
billion, supporting 15,000 full and part-time jobs and providing recreational opportunities for 11 million people
per year. The Proposed Project calls for building a new bridge over the St. Sebastian River. The St. Sebastian
River is located in Indian River County. It is one of the Indian River Lagoon’s natural tributaries.
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the courts in numerous cases to invalidate EISs for failure to assess indirect and cumulative project
impacts.

Inexplicably, the DEIS makes no serious attempt to address the indirect or cumulative impacts that
would result from the Proposed Project. For example, indirect or secondary impacts on land use are
passed over with the statement that “[tlhe project would not result in induced growth; no changes to
land use due to induced growth would occur.” DEIS at 5-4. Although the DEIS mentions that the
Phase 1 Environmental Assessment (“EA”) addressed “development in the vicinity of” the
proposed stations in West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale and Miami, 7. at 5-5, close examination of
the information provided in that document, in light of other statements made by AAF, make clear
that no meaningful attention has been paid to the secondary development associated with either
phase of the Proposed Project.

Thus, according to the DEIS, the EA indicated that at “West Palm Beach and Fort Lauderdale,
there will be 10,000 square feet of retail space within the station. At Miami, the [Proposed] Project
includes 30,000 square feet of retail within the station, and additional 75,000 square feet of transit-
oriented retail, 300,000 square feet of office space, 400 residential units, and a 200-room hotel.” Id.
at 5-5. Indeed, the Phase 1 EA does recite the same information, and includes a bare-bones (and
inadequate) analysis of the environmental impacts that would result from this development.
However, nowhere in either the DEIS or the EA is any meaningful information or analysis provided
concerning the additional development that would be induced by the Proposed Project and this
transit oriented development.

The obligation to address the potential effects of such induced development cannot be avoided on
the basis that it is speculative. In a “Preliminary Offering Memorandum” dated June 4, 2014, AAF
confirmed that there are current plans for construction going well beyond the ancillary development
identified in the DEIS and EA, and that sufficient information with respect to such planned
development is available for a thorough analysis of its impacts. In particular, that document
disclosed that: (i) AAF owns 21 acres in the areas surrounding the proposed stations; (ii) that it
anticipates demand for 3.5 million square feet of development on those parcels; and that it expects
to build 2 million square feet of that new development contemporaneonsly with the Proposed Project.
That initial development is to include 1.3 million square feet in Miami, and 345,000 square feet in
both Palm Beach and Fort Lauderdale. AAF also believes there is demand for subsequent future
development totaling 1.5 million square feet including a 1.1 million square foot “super tower” for
the area adjacent to the Miami station, and an additional 345,000 square feet of residential space in
Fort Lauderdale. Thus, the development disclosed in the EA is a fraction of the currently planned
and future development resulting from the Proposed Project. Given the specificity of AAF’s
articulated intentions, sufficient information is available for a detailed environmental review of the
traffic, air pollution, construction, noise and neighborhood character impacts of this reasonably
foreseeable future development. The DEIS is deficient in that it failed to include such a review.

The DEIS is also lacking in its analysis of cumulative impacts. For example, it fails to address the
cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project together with those of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link Project,
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another major initiative that is likely to have significant impacts along 85 miles of the FECR
corridor. Under that project, 25 or more commuter round trips will be added to the very same tracks
to be used for the Proposed Project. Those additional trains will serve 25,000 passengers each day,
at 20-25 new stations. The DEIS specifically excludes this important project and its overlapping
impacts from the environmental analysis, stating that it is in the “preliminary planning stage.” DEIS
at 5-163. Attempting to justify this characterization, the document goes on to state that the “[t]he
Tri-Rail Coastal Link Study is being undertaken by the Florida Department of Transportation
(“FDOT?”), and is evaluating the use of the FECR Corridor for the Tri-Rail service, which currently
operates on the CSX-controlled railroad right-of-way west of the FECR Corridor.” Id. One would
gather from these statements that the Tri-Rail project is in the very early stages of planning, and that
the information required for a cumulative impacts analysis of such a speculative project is not
available. But that characterization is wholly inaccurate. An example of the degree to which the Tri-
Rail Coastal Link Project has advanced is the Letter Agreement dated April 25, 2014, between AAF
and South Florida Regional Transportation Authority (“SFRTA”), the sponsor of Tri-Rail Coastal
Link Project, which provides the details for the shared use of the rail corridor between the two
entities for  the  provision of  high speed and commuter  rail. See
www.ircgov.com/Public_Notices/Rail /Tti-Rail-Non-Compete.pdf (also attached as Exhibit E)

In addition, substantial Federal and State resources have been expended in the planning and
environmental review of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link project, and there is no informational impediment
to a cumulative environmental review. In particular, many studies have already been completed for
the Tri-Rail Coastal Link Project, including several issued by FDOT such as the Final Conceptnal
Alternatives Analysis/ Environmental Screening Report running for 387 pages issued in 2009 (attached as
Exhibit F); a 189 page Detailed Environmental Screening Report issued in 2010 (attached as Exhibit G);
and a 168 page Final Alternatives Analysis Report issued in 2011 (attached as Exhibit H). Thus, detailed
information has been compiled with respect to that project, its alternatives and environmental
impacts as a result of years of exacting analysis. Moreover, a final Preliminary Project Development Report
(attached as Exhibit I) for the Tri-Rail Coastal Link was submitted to FRA’s sister agency, the
Federal Transit Administration (“FTA”), in April 2014. Clearly, a project to which such an intense,
tederally supported planning effort has been devoted is “reasonably foreseeable” within the meaning
of NEPA. In fact, the website for the Tri-Rail Coastal Link project (http://tri-
railcoastallink.com/frequently_asked_questions.html, also attached as Exhibit J) states that its
sponsors have “closely collaborated” with the AAF team, and puts the estimated timeframe for
completion of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link project within the same timeframe that would reasonably be
expected for the Proposed Project, if it advances. It is also notable that AAI’s June 4, 2014
“Preliminary Offering Memorandum” indicates that use of the FECR corridor by Tri-Rail Coastal
Link may cause delays to construction of the Proposed Project, and lead to operational and safety

risks that require careful study in a cumulative environmental review.

It is well settled that when several proposals for related actions that will have cumulative or
synergistic environmental impacts upon a region are pending concurrently before an agency, their
environmental consequences must be considered together. The Tri-Rail Coastal Link project and
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the Proposed Project are both pending before USDOT agencies, and the Proposed Project has been
specifically identified as being related to the Tri-Rail Coastal Link Project. See Tri-Rail Coastal Link’s
Preliminary Project Development Report at 1-14. Moreover, this case is not a circumstance where the Tri-
Rail Coastal Link project is so speculative as to preclude a meaningful cumulative impact analysis.
On the contrary, a wealth of detailed planning and environmental information has been available for
years, and that information should have been tapped in assessing the combined impacts of these
related projects and whether the Proposed Project, if approved, would adversely affect the operation
of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link. The DEIS is fundamentally flawed in that it failed to do so.

3. DEIS Assumptions: The DEIS is Based on an Unrealistic Build Year and Assesses
Critical Impacts Only on Opening Day, Thereby Failing to Analyze Projected Full
Operational Impacts

The analysis presented by the DEIS is founded upon fundamentally flawed assumptions that
provide no basis for an accurate projection of long-term impacts.

First, 2016 is not a proper baseline year for the analysis since that date is a mere two years from
today. Given that FRA will be reviewing comments on the DEIS in December 2014, it is wholly
unrealistic to believe that all of the following items can be completed by 2016:

° concluding the NEPA review process;

. securing all permits and approvals, including those from the United States Army
Corps of Engineers, Federal Aviation Administration, United State Coastal Guard
(“USCG”), Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA?”), United States Fish and
Wildlife Service, National Marine Fishery Service, plus those from multiple state and
local agencies;

° finalizing all design documents;
° letting all construction contracts;
° constructing:
o) a new station in Orlando;
o a new vehicle maintenance facility;
o) dozens of new overpasses, bridges, tunnels, ramps, and related infrastructure

and safety features;
o upgrading/expanding 170 highway-rail grade crossings, including designing
and installing safety infrastructure; and
o hundreds of miles of rail bed and new track; and
o performing diagnostic and system testing of all individual elements and system wide
operations for performance and safety.
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Nothing in the DEIS gives any indication that extraordinary arrangements have been put into place
to accomplish the tasks required for completion of the Proposed Project within such a compressed
timetable. In fact, the document does not even call for, or analyze, after-hours work during the
construction period. In light of the impossibility of meeting a 2016 opening date, prior to issuing the
DEIS, AAF publicly shifted the opening date to 2017 even though the DEIS was keyed to 2016. See
Orlando Business Journal, “3 Reasons Why All Aboard Florida in Orlando Was Delayed” (7/9/2014)
(attached as Exhibit K). However, even 2017 seems like a pipedream, given the long list of items
that must be satisfied and the sheer magnitude of the construction that must be completed before
the system could become operational. See, e.g, 7zd. (which notes that approval of new station at the
Orlando Airport still has many hurdles to overcome and would take three years to construct from
final approval).

Utilization of an unrealistically early baseline year would result in the understatement of certain
critical impacts, including and possibly most notably, noise. The reason for this is that the
significance criteria set forth in the relevant guidance are based upon a sliding scale that is keyed to
ambient noise levels as they are expected to exist in the baseline year. See FRA’s “High-Speed Ground
Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Guidance Manunal” (the “FRA Noise Manual”) at
Chapter 3 (9/2012); FTA’s “Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment” at Chapter 3 (5/2000).
Under those criteria, the higher the noise levels are during the baseline year, the lower the
incremental increase need be to create a significant impact. Id. As the DEIS indicates, freight and
vehicular traffic are expected to increase along the FECR corridor in the coming years, and other
projects (including but not limited to Tri-Rail Coastal Link) can be expected to come on-line in the
near future. Accordingly, existing ambient noise will increase and the noise increment that would
produce significant impacts will decrease as time goes on. Therefore, noise impacts may be
understated if an unrealistically early baseline year is utilized in the analysis. For these reasons, FRA
should require AAF to prepare and submit a well-grounded conceptual development schedule for
the Proposed Project that either justifies utilization of the 2016 baseline year or provides for a more
realistic timetable for completion. In the event a later baseline year is identified, the noise analysis
must be revised to reflect background conditions in that year.

In addition, as a result of the illusory 2016 build year the DEIS omitted any real discussion of
construction, including its duration, sequencing, staging, techniques and impacts, claiming that the
activities and impacts associated with building the Proposed Project would all be extremely short
term. As discussed in the comments below, the details regarding the construction of this massive
$1.875 billion dollar project, as well as the impacts that would be experienced during the period of
construction, need to be brought to light and analyzed under a realistic construction schedule.

There is a second fundamentally flawed assumption running through the DEIS analyses of noise,
vibration and navigation, in that they focus on operations of the Proposed Project as of an opening
day, rather than on operating conditions as they will be when the rail line is in full operation. Thus,
the DEIS assesses the effects of 16 round trips per day, which reflects the number of trips needed to
service passenger demand as of 2016. According to the A/ Aboard Florida Ridership Revenne Study
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Summary Report prepared by the Louis Berger Group in September 2013 (the “LLBG Study”), which is
attached as Appendix 3.3-F to the DEIS, approximately 1 million riders are expected as of 2016.
DEIS App. 3.3-F at 4. However, the DEIS itself reports that ridership is expected to grow sharply
in the first few years of operation, and level off at 3.5 million passengers as of 2019. Id.

Moreover, what the DEIS does not mention is that the LBG S7udy predicts ridership levels for 2019
to range from a Jow of 3.5 million (in what is characterized as the “base case” which ignores
developments that are “subject to some uncertainty”), to 4 million (in the “business plan case,”
which takes into account AAF’s plan to expand ridership), to a high of 5.1 million in the
“management case” (which accounts for more aggressive marketing strategies by AAF). Id
Moreover, even in the “business plan case” the study predicts ridership to rise to approximately 5.5
million by 2030. IZ Thus, based upon AAI’s own study, ridership is expected to be more than 5
times the ridership expected when service begins in 2016.

Most of the operational impacts of rail projects — including but not limited to noise, vibration and
navigation delays at draw bridges — are caused by train pass-by incidents. Since the significance of
the impacts depends, in important part, upon the number of passbys, the adequacy of the analysis in
an EIS for a rail project depends upon the accuracy of the prediction of how many passbys will
occur. Under NEPA, an EIS must examine both the short-term impacts of a project, and also the
reasonably foreseeable effects of that project over the long-term. Accordingly, the DEIS should
have examined the anticipated effects of the Proposed Project not only upon the commencement of
service but also over the longer term horizon. There is nothing in the DEIS to indicate that 16
round trips per day would meet ridership demand over the long term, or was propetly used as the
touchstone for the impacts analysis in the document.”

The Board does not dispute the appropriateness of including in the DEIS an analysis of short-term
operational impacts of the Proposed Project, utilizing a realistic commencement date baseline year.
However, it believes that a second baseline year of 2030 or later must also be assessed to capture the
long-term impacts of the Proposed Project, in combination with other projects expected to be on
line as of that time. This is particularly important because it can reasonably be anticipated that the
new two-track FECR corridor created by the Proposed Project will be much more heavily used at
that time for both passenger and freight traffic. The DEIS itself indicates that freight traffic is
expected to increase sharply upon completion of the Panama Canal improvements, DEIS at 5-17,
and other projects such as Tri-Rail Coastal Link can be reasonably expected to be operational a few
years after the Proposed Project comes on line. Since it fails to present such a “horizon year”

The DEIS itself makes no mention of traffic and transportation impacts in any years other than 2016 and 2019.
However, buried in Appendix 3.3-C, entitled “Grade Crossing Details,” is a brief description of some limited
analyses performed for both 2016 and 2036. As discussed below, that analysis was not only obscured by its
placement in an appendix to the DEIS, it also revealed exceptionally significant impacts, the implications of
which should have been disclosed and thoroughly examined in the DEIS. It should be noted that the
discussion in that appendix indicates that there would be a range of 16-19 passbys per day. See, e.g, DEIS App.
3.3-C at 4-1.
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analysis the DEIS is woefully deficient in its assessment of the long-term cumulative operational
impacts of the Proposed Project on noise, vibration and other critical issues.

4. Climate Change: The DEIS Fails to Satisfy FRA’s Legal Obligation to Adequately
Analyze the Effects of Climate Change on the Proposed Project

The Proposed Project sponsors are seeking $1.875 billion in low interest federal loan funds to
facilitate construction of a high speed rail line in a corridor that lies completely within Florida’s
coastal zone and skirts in and out of the existing flood plain along 128.5 miles of the Atlantic Coast
of Florida. Although the DEIS makes passing reference to the sorts of risks posed by climate
change in locating a major new transportation facility in that area, it provides no meaningful analysis
of such risks or the alternatives or mitigating measures that might minimize or avoid them.

Thus, the DEIS notes that “[t]ransportation systems [such as the Proposed Project] are vulnerable to
extreme weather and climate change effects such as ... sea level rise, and more intense storm events
...” DEIS at 5-71. More particularly, the document acknowledges that “[tjhe N-S and WPB-M
Corridors of the [Proposed] Project are vulnerable to climate change effects in the near future. Both
of these corridors are along the Florida coast and cross several coastal water bodies. Bridge
structures, particularly those with lower elevation, will have increased vulnerability over time, and
potential infrastructure damage may result from flooding, tidal damage and/or storms.” Id. at 5-72.

Nevertheless, the DEIS offers only the most cursory examination of the vulnerability of the
Proposed Project to sea level rise or the more intense storm surges the document itself
acknowledges will occur in the near future. The DEIS subjects only #2o of the 18 bridge crossings
required for the N-S corridor to any sea level rise analysis at all, and with respect to those facilities it
simply compares their elevations to expected sea levels in 2030 and 2060. From this comparison,
the DEIS finds that the bottom chord of one of the bridges would be under water at high tide
during a 100 year storm in 2030, with no mention at all of impacts in 2060. Id. at 5-75. The vague
conclusion drawn from this lackluster analysis is that the “vulnerability [of the Proposed Project
bridges| will increase as sea level rises” and “there may be increasing periods of time where the train
is out of service during storm events.” I/ Nothing is said regarding the nature and extent of the
property damage that may be caused to the bridge structures, or whether other components of the
Proposed Project located within the substantially expanded future floodplain would also be at risk.
Moreover, not a word is mentioned as to whether and how public safety would be put at risk in
operating a high speed rail service within the corridor under such conditions, or mitigation

opportunities.

The truncated analysis presented in the DEIS with respect to this issue stands at odds with firmly
established federal policy on how climate change is to be accounted for in agency planning. In
President Obama’s 2009 Executive Order (“E.O.”) 13514 “Federal 1 eadership in Environmental, Energy,
and Economic Performance,” all federal agencies, including USDOT and FRA, were directed to establish
Climate Change Adaptation Plans. See 74 Fed. Reg. 52117, 52121, 52124 (10/8/2009). The
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President subsequently instructed federal agencies to “ensure that climate risk-management
considerations are fully integrated into federal infrastructure ... planning” in his “Climate Action
Plan” issued in June 2013 (attached as Exhibit I). Shortly thereafter, the President issued E.O.
13653, “Preparing the United States for the Impacts of Climate Change,” which required all federal agencies
to “reform policies and Federal funding programs that may ... increase the vulnerability of natural
or built systems, economic sectors, natural resources, or communities to climate change related
risks” and to “integrate consideration of climate change into agency operations and overall mission
objectives ....” E.O. 13653, {§ 2 and 5, 78 Fed. Reg. 66819 - 66821 (11/6/2013).

USDOT complied with these directives by first issuing a Policy Statement in 2011, requiring
integration of climate change adaptation strategies “into [its] core policies, planning, practices and
programs.”  USDOT, “Policy Statement on Climate Change Adaptation” at 2 (6/2011) (attached as
Exhibit M). This policy also requites USDOT to use “best-available science” and apply “risk
management methods and tools” in assessing and planning for climate change. Id. USDOT then
issued a Climate Adaptation Plan which characterized the problem unique to transportation as

follows:

Transportation infrastructure 1is inherently long-lived. Bridges,
tunnels, ports and runways may remain in service for decades, while
rights-of-way and specific facilities continue to be wused for
transportation purposes for much longer. In addition to normal
deterioration, transportation infrastructure is subject to a range of
environmental risks over long time spans, including wildfire, flood,

landslide, geologic subsidence, rock falls, snow, ice, extreme

b
temperatures, earthquakes, storms, hurricanes and tornados.
Infrastructure designers and operators must decide the magnitude of
environmental stress that any particular project will be able to

withstand over its lifetime.

USDOT, “Climate Adaptation Plan: Ensuring Transportation Infrastructure and System Resilience” at 3
(5/2013) (attached as Exhibit N) .

To deal with this problem, USDOT found that “newly constructed infrastructure should be
designed and built in recognition of the best current understanding of future environmental risks. In
order for this to happen, understanding of projected climate changes would need to be incorporated
into infrastructure planning and design processes, across the many public and private builders and
operators of transportation infrastructure.” Id. at 6. More particularly, the agency committed to
“take actions to ensure that Federal transportation investment decisions address potential climate
impacts in statewide and metropolitan transportation planning and project development processes as
appropriate in order to protect federal investments,” 7d. at 5, and indicates that “FRA will consider
potential climate impacts and adaptation during rail planning and corridor program development.”
1d. at 15.
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The short shrift paid by the DEIS to the climate change-related implications of siting a federally
funded high speed rail corridor in the coastal zone and flood plains of Florida falls far short of the
careful planning envisioned by the President, and the commitments made by USDOT. It also does
not conform to the requirement under NEPA that agencies consider thoroughly the “reasonably
foreseeable” short- and long-term environmental impacts of their actions. In the event these
deficiencies are not corrected, billions of dollars in federal resources could be poured into a project
that would be under an ever-increasing threat from future sea level rise and storm surges, with no
serious attention paid to the ensuing consequences to public safety or the investment itself, and with
no consideration paid to the measures that could be taken to avoid them. Indeed, according to the
DEIS no action would be taken at all to assure that the Proposed Project is designed to withstand
the future risks of sea level rise. On the contrary, AAF has announced its intention to build
according to a construction design that would “maintain existing elevations where feasible,” DEIS at
S-14; and has specifically rejected the USCG request that alternatives be considered to raise the
clearance beneath certain low bridges. Additionally, according to the DEIS, FRA has concluded that
it would not be feasible to raise the clearance beneath certain bridges due to the significant delay it
would cause to the Proposed Project, the overall costs and the risk associated with elevating the
structures. Id. at 5-27.° One can only assume from this conclusion that the short-term success of the
Proposed Project is being given greater weight than the overall safety of the public and of the federal
investment. Moreover, since other viable high speed routes were screened out of the analysis, no
consideration whatsoever has been given to alternatives, such as the utilization of the interior CSX
corridor for high speed rail, that would avoid such risks altogether. The effects of future sea level
rise and storm surges on the Proposed Project are “reasonably foreseeable” impacts, and the DEIS
was materially deficient in failing to address them.

5. Floodplains: Locating the Proposed Project in Floodplains Is Not Demonstrated to
be the Only Practicable Alternative.

The Proposed Project would result in the siting of long stretches of a multi-billion dollar high speed
rail line in Florida’s currently mapped floodplains, which can be expected to expand as a result of
FEMA'’s ongoing “coastal flood risk study” for the East Coast of Central Florida. In addition, the
Proposed Project’s encroachment on floodplains would only increase with time as sea level
continues to rise. FRA should not approve such a risky endeavor without first taking a hard look at

other practicable alternatives, as required by the directives discussed below.

The very real risks of floodplain encroachment to humans and infrastructure were first recognized
by President Carter in E.O. 11988, “Floodplain Management,” which was intended to “avoid [the
federal government’s] direct or indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a
practicable alternative.” 42 Fed. Reg. 26951 (5/25/1977). This otrder requires federal agencies that

This determination appears to the Board to be premature, since the NEPA process has not yet been
completed. Moreover, there is no hard data presented in the DEIS to support the rationale for such a
determination.
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propose to support or allow floodplain development to first consider alternatives to such
development. Id. at 26952. As mandated by E.O. 11988, USDOT issued its own floodplain
directive, which sets forth the department’s policy with regard to floodplains. USDOT Order
5650.2 “Floodplain Management and Protection,” (4/23/1979) (“USDOT Floodplain Otdet,” attached as
Exhibit O). Under that directive, all USDOT agencies, including FRA, must take certain steps
before supporting a project that would result in a “significant encroachment” — a term that includes
likely future damage to transportation infrastructure in a floodplain that could be substantial in cost
or extent. Id at4, 8.

There can be no doubt that the Proposed Project would result in a “significant encroachment” on
floodplains. According to the DEIS, more than a thousand acres of the study area for the Proposed
Project lie in floodplains, with 332 acres in the E-W corridor and 472 acres on the N-S corridor.
DEIS at 4-76 (Table 4.3.4-1).

For FRA to provide RRIF funding for the Proposed Project it must satisfy certain requirements
under the USDOT Floodplain Order. First, it must ensure that the EIS “reflects consideration of
alternatives to avoid [a significant] encroachment”” USDOT Floodplain Order at 8. Next, the
responsible individual at FRA must make a written finding that the proposed significant
encroachment is the only practicable alternative. Id. Such a finding “requires a careful balancing and
application of individual judgment” which should “include the full range of environmental, social,
economic, and engineering considerations” where “special weight should be given to floodplain
management concerns.” 4 In addition, the finding must include a description of why the
Proposed Project must be located in the flood plain, including the alternatives considered and why
they were not practicable. The finding must also include a statement that the action conforms to
applicable state and/or local floodplain protection standards. I4.°

The DEIS is entirely bereft of the information needed to satisfy FRA’s obligations under E.O.
11988 or USDOT Otder 5650.2. For example, due to the so-called “tiered” approach that AAF
employed to screen out any meaningful alternatives analysis, neither in the few scant pages dedicated
to floodplains nor anywhere else in the DEIS is there any detailed consideration of other possible
routes.” Moreover, the DEIS does not so much as identify, and certainly does not discuss,
applicable state and/or local floodplain protection standards, so FRA would be wholly unable to
find that the Proposed Project conforms to such standards. Accordingly, approval of the Proposed
Project on the current record would run counter to the letter and spirit of a federal policy aimed at
ensuring that federal dollars are not spent on infrastructure projects most vulnerable to the risk of
flooding, unless there is no other practicable alternative.

6 Similar requirements are reflected in FRA’s own NEPA Procedures. See FRA NEPA Procedures § 14(n)(8),
64 Fed. Reg. 28555. Under those procedures, the agency may only facilitate floodplains development if: (i) the
head of the agency finds that the only practicable alternative to the project is to site it in the floodplain; (i) the
agency designs or modifies the project to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain consistent with
E.O. 11988, and (iii) the agency prepares and circulates a notice containing an explanation of why the action is
proposed to be located in the floodplain. Id.

7 See the Board’s Comment 1, above.
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6. Construction Impacts: The Identification and Discussion of Construction Impacts is
Virtually Absent from the DEIS.

It is well established that a NEPA EIS must discuss and evaluate the construction impacts that
would result from a proposed action. See, e.g, FRA NEPA Procedures, 64 Fed. Reg. 28556 (an FRA
NEPA EIS “should identify and assess the impacts associated with the construction period of each
alternative” (emphasis added)); USDOT NEPA Procedures, Attachment 2 at 13.

Proceeding from the unrealistic premise that the Proposed Project would be constructed by 2016,
the DEIS provides only the most superficial description of the construction-related activities that are
anticipated, and little substantive assessment of the “temporary” construction period impacts those
activities would cause. Thus, no details whatsoever are provided concerning the schedule for the
work, the sequence of activities, the nature of those activities, the number and types of equipment
that would be used, the level of truck traffic that would be generated in delivering materials to and
disposing of waste from the work sites, the routes such trucks would take, road closures, detours,
staging and storage area locations, or other matters critical to a meaningful impacts analysis. As a
result, nothing of substance is discussed with respect to the impacts of construction activities on
surrounding land uses, traffic, emergency response, or other critical issues.

Thus, the DEIS brushes aside construction-related land use impacts with a few words about “short-
term construction easements on privately owned properties,” and the assurance that “pre-
construction land use patterns would return once the construction period concludes.” DEIS at 5-5.
Not a word is mentioned about the nature and extent of the disruption that would be caused to
adjacent homes and businesses during the period that a massive infrastructure project is being
constructed through the heart of downtown and residential areas. Indeed, rather than addressing
the socioeconomic zpacts of Proposed Project construction at all, the DEIS merely comes up with a
few numbers on the economic benefits and jobs that could be generated by the work. DEIS at 5-
130.

Likewise, the DEIS dismisses out of hand the traffic-related impacts of construction activities,
stating that “the Project would result in minor, short-term impacts to freight rail transportation,
regional highways and local vehicular traffic during construction.” DEIS at 5-14. With respect to
freight traffic, the document reaches that conclusion based upon the assurance that “[nJew track
construction ... would be performed according to best management practices” without specifying
what those BMPs might be or how they might avoid disruption to freight traffic. I/ With respect to
vehicular traffic, the document mentions that there would be road closures, but states that
“typically,” they would last no more than a week. No discussion appears at all as to whether there
are certain roads that would be closed for a longer period; nor does the DEIS address whether
police, fire or EMS emergency response would be delayed as a result of the road closures (and if so,
what could be done to mitigate that impact). Moreover, no analysis is presented with respect to
whether construction-related truck traffic would cause significant congestion on the roadways
surrounding work sites and staging areas. Instead of disclosing construction period traffic impacts
and identifying the mitigation measures to address them, the DEIS simply waves the issue away with
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the assurance that “[p]roper planning and implementation and maintenance of mitigation measures
(e.g., maintenance of traffic plans) will be specified and required for construction.” Id.

Given the magnitude of the effort required to build the Proposed Project, and the failure of the
DEIS to include even a conceptual schedule backing up the contention that work would be
completed by 2016, one can only assume that Proposed Project construction would extend over a
period of many years. While the DEIS provides no information with respect to possible staging
areas, it must also be assumed that such areas would be major facilities that are intensely busy over
much if not all of that construction period. The potential environmental impacts associated with
such activities and facilities should not have been dismissed with platitudes. Rather, they should have
been carefully assessed, and specific mitigation measures should have been proposed to minimize
them to the extent practicable.

Predictably, the half-hearted analysis included in the DEIS yields only the most amorphous
mitigation measures. To provide a few examples, no mitigation at all is proposed to address the land
use, socioeconomic and community character impacts of extended construction activities and
prolonged conditions of disruption on affected commercial districts and residential areas; equally
lacking are mitigation measures addressing vehicular traffic impacts during the construction period;
transportation impacts on freight traffic are wished away with unspecified BMPs; and the only air
emissions mitigation identified in the document relates to dust control, with no meaningful measures
identified to address the effects of equipment and vehicular emissions of particulate matter of less
than 2.5 microns (“PM,;”) or NO,. Such issues are dismissed with the statement that “[p]otential
emissions associated with construction equipment will be kept to a minimum as most equipment will
be driven to and kept at affected sites for the duration of construction activities.” DEIS at 7-5.
While such a practice may help reduce emissions related to the transport of such equipment, left
unaddressed is the considerably more important issue of emissions from such equipment while
operating at the work site. That issue cannot be put to rest by describing construction-related air
impacts as “temporary,” because the health-related standards issued by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency for the relevant pollutants are short term standards (7.e., 24 hours
for PM,; and 1 hour for NO,).* It is well established that diesel construction equipment emits PM,
and NO, in quantities that may result in serious air quality and public health impacts.

For these reasons, the DEIS does not take the “hard look™ at construction period impacts that
NEPA demands.

Although some analysis is presented in the DEIS with respect to Noise and Vibration impacts during
construction, that analysis is deficient for the reasons discussed in the Board’s Comment 7.B below, and in the
attached comments prepared by CDM Smith.
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7. DEIS Impact Analyses: The DEIS Fails to Properly Evaluate Two of the Most
Potentially Significant Impact Areas to Local Communities: Transportation and
Noise and Vibration

A. Trafficc The DEIS Omits Mention of the Results of its Own Transportation
Appendix, Which Predicts Significant Impacts to Local Traffic Conditions Even
Though It Is Based on an Inadequate Analysis.

The N-S Corridor of the Proposed Project would cross 159 roadways at-grade through five counties
between Cocoa and West Palm Beach. DEIS at 4-15. The DEIS concludes — after only the briefest
discussion of localized traffic impacts — that increased train traffic will “result in minor increased
traffic delays at existing roadway crossings.” Id. at 5-11. But that conclusion is belied by the
information tucked away in an appendix to the DEIS entitled “Grade Crossing Details,” which
consists of a report prepared by Amec Environmental & Infrastructure, Inc., in September 2013
entitled ““T'ransportation and Railroad Crossing Analysis for the All Aboard Florida Passenger Rail Project from
Cocoa to West Palm Beach, Florida” (the “Amec Report”). DEIS App. 3.3-C. Even though the Amec
Report is rife with methodological errors and shortcomings, it presents a bleak picture for local
traffic conditions if the Proposed Project were to advance. For example, some intersection
approaches would experience delays of up to 45 minutes per hour, snarling local traffic, impeding
emergency vehicular movement and potentially causing other significant impacts to air quality and
the socioeconomic well-being of the affected communities.” See DEIS App. 3.3-C at 3-22. One can
only imagine how dark the picture really would be if the analyses were conducted propetly and
reported accurately in the DEIS.

Close examination of the information presented in the Amec Report reveals that even based on a
skewed and incomplete evaluation, there would be very significant impacts to local traffic conditions
at the at-grade crossings along the N-S Corridor. For example, at the FECR grade crossing at Oslo
Road in Indian River County, the Amec Report estimates that in 2016 there would be a westbound
queue of 1299 feet every time a passenger or freight train passes by. Id. Notably, there is only 350
feet on Oslo Road between the FECR crossing and US 1. See 7d. at 3-8. Thus, the vast majority of
vehicles would be backed up onto or beyond US 1, in queues that would extend hundreds of feet in
both the southbound and northbound directions. Moteover, US 1 southbound at Oslo Road has a
limited 150 foot right-hand turning lane and northbound US 1 at Oslo Road has two dedicated left-
turn lanes each measuring 325 feet, for a total length of 650 feet. Accordingly, a 1299 foot queue is
likely to consume the 350 feet on Oslo Road between the FECR crossing and US 1, the 150 foot
south bound dedicated US 1 right turn lane, azd the north-bound left turn capacity on US 1. There
is no discussion about how this queue would function, and the Amec Report is devoid of any
discussion of impacts on the north and southbound US 1 lanes. In addition, the Amec Report
predicts that an additional year 2016 westbound queue of 3066 feet (for a passenger train passby,
3072 feet for a freight train passby) would form at the intersection of Oslo Road and US 1. Id. at 3-

° For example, eastbound delays at the Oslo Road and US 1 intersection in Indian River County would be 700

second at least three or four times per hour in 2036. DEIS App. 3.3-C at 3-22.
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22. As noted above, this intersection is 350 feet away from the Oslo Road and FECR crossing, but
neither the DEIS nor the Amec Report make any attempt to discuss how this intersection could
operate with a combined queue for both intersections that would extend almost 4400 feet.

These impacts are predicted to significantly worsen in 2036. For example, in that year the eastbound
queues that are predicted to form at the intersection of Oslo Road and US 1 each time either a
passenger or freight train passes by would extend more than 7000 feet -- well over a mile. Id.
Moreover, impacts of this magnitude would not be confined to Oslo Road, or the handful of other
intersections considered in the Amec Report. Rather, they can be expected up and down the entire
corridor, as trains come and go more than 50 times a day.

No hint of these significant traffic impacts appears in the body of the DEIS. In fact, the document
as written reports information for 2016 and 2019, and does not address potential 2036 traffic
impacts reported in the Amec Report at all. See DEIS at 5-6 to 5-14. Likewise, the ripple effect of
the long queues predicted on local intersections — on the ability of police, fire and EMS vehicles to
respond to emergencies; on traffic safety; or on economic conditions in affected business districts —
is not addressed in the DEIS. And nothing is said in the DEIS or its appendices about how such
impacts could be mitigated or avoided.

Moreover, the analysis presented in the Amec Report is unsupported by technical data or modeling
results, and is deficient in several respects. Set forth below are a few examples of the deficiencies
that riddle the Amec Report.

. The number of intersections evaluated was an inadequate sample population.
The Amec Report examined just 6% of the at-grade intersections along the N-S Corridor (10
out of 159 at grade crossings, or 2 intersections for each of the five counties that would be
bisected by the N-S Corridor). DEIS App. 3.3-C at 3-1. No justification was given for why
so few intersections were considered. Since every intersection is unique, a more reasonable

sample size should have been selected.

. Only half of each intersection was evaluated. The Amec Report only examined
eastbound and westbound movements through intersections, and failed to consider the
impacts to the north-south movements in the four-way intersections evaluated. See, e.g, 7. at
3-22. This is an egregious omission given that many of the intersections that would be
affected by the Proposed Project involve significant regional north/south arterial roadways
and there is little doubt that the predicted eastbound and westbound delays and queues
would impact the north/south intersection movements, and perhaps regional mobility in
general. It is standard protocol for a traffic impacts analysis to consider all movements in an
intersection. Without such a full intersection analysis, it is impossible to understand the true
impacts of the Proposed Project on local traffic.

. The wrong baseline was used for impacts evaluation. The Amec Report failed
to generate “no action” traffic operations for 2016 or 2036. The impacts of the Proposed
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Project should be assessed as compared to a no action condition. An appropriate no action
condition would be normal traffic operations plus freight movements as compared to
normal traffic operations, plus freight and passenger train operations. The increment that
would be derived by comparing such scenarios should have been generated for both 2016
and 2036. However, the Amec Report presents no comparison to a typical no action
condition. Instead, it used a “weighted average” approach, that discounted the impacts of
the Proposed Project by averaging the delay and queue lengths that would be created by the
Proposed Project with those from typical traffic operations and freight movements.

. No impacts discussion was provided. The Amec Report contains no discussion
of the tables appearing at pages 3-1 to 3-26 within the report. Instead, it discusses the
maximum crossing closure time, choosing to ignore the predicted queues and delays that

would result from the closures.

. Only the PM peak hour was modeled. The Amec Report confined its analysis to
the PM peak hour. I However, the AM peak hour (which would include school and
commuter traffic) or weekend midday peak hour could well represent a worst case scenario
for many intersections. All three peak hours should have been examined.

. Downtimes, based on maximum speeds, may be underestimated. The
downtime for each crossing was estimated based on passenger trains from the Proposed
Project traveling near maximum predicted speeds. Id. at 4-4 to 4-5. It is unknown if the
maximum predicted speeds could be safely achieved and maintained along the entire length
of the proposed N-§S Corridor, therefore a more realistic speed should have been used that
would have resulted in longer down times and a more conservative analysis.

. Impacts for freight and passenger trains are similar. Even though the Amec
Report goes to great lengths to highlight that the proposed passenger trains will be shorter
and faster than freight trains, the delay and queue impacts are very similar for a passenger
train and a freight train crossing. See, e.g, id. at 3-22. This is not explained in the Amec
Report.

The Proposed Project has the potential to disrupt traffic at intersections along the entire length of
the N-S Corridor between Cocoa and Miami. Notwithstanding the flaws in the Amec Report, that
study provides some sense of the magnitude of the traffic impacts that can be expected. The Board
urges FRA to undertake a careful study of those potential impacts, following standard analytical
methodologies, and the socioeconomic, public safety, and other impacts that could also be expected
to result. Those analyses should be presented in a supplemental draft environmental impacts
statement.
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B. Noise and Vibration: The DEIS Failed to Follow FRA’s Own Guidance in
Performing Noise and Vibration Impacts Analyses, And as a Result Underestimates
Potential Impacts.

The noise analysis appearing in the DEIS does not take the “hard look” that NEPA requires for a
major high speed rail project in the final stages of project planning. As noted above, the analysis
focuses solely on noise conditions in 2016, the year assumed for the commencement of operations,
and gives no consideration to conditions in later years. Moreover, even the 2016 analysis was wholly
inadequate. For example, no monitoring was performed of existing noise levels at sensitive
receptors affected by the Proposed Project, and no detailed assessment was provided as to how
noise levels in the vicinity of such sensitive receptors might change once high speed rail operations
begin. The general calculations presented in the document provide no specific indication of whether
and where significant noise impacts might occur, or what reasonably might be done to mitigate
them.

As noted in the Board’s Comment 3 above, the FRA Noise Manual sets forth the ground rules for
the assessment of noise impacts from FRA projects under NEPA. According to that document, a
“General Noise Assessment” of the sort appearing in the DEIS is to be performed “commensurate
with the level of detail of available data in the early stages of major investment planning and
environmental clearance.” FRA Noise Manual at 4-4. In contrast, according to the FRA Noise

Manual:

[a] Detailed Noise Analysis is appropriate for assessing noise impacts
for high-speed train projects after the preferred alignment and
candidate high-speed train technologies have been selected. At this
point, the preliminary engineering has been initiated, and the
preparation of an environmental document (usually an
Environmental Impact Statement) has begun. Information required
to perform a Detailed Noise Analysis includes type of vehicle
equipment to be used, train schedules, speed profiles, plan and
profiles of guideways, locations of access roads, and landform
topography, including adjacent terrain and building features.

FRA Noise Manual at 5-1.

All such information should have been readily available at this point in the planning process for
Proposed Project, given the fact that AAF is planning to begin construction next year. Thus, instead
of the generalized calculations presented in the DEIS, under FRA’s own manual the analysis should
have included:

e Identification of noise-sensitive receivers, which depend on the land use in the vicinity of
the proposed project.
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e Estimation (based upon measurements taken at representative locations) of the existing
noise exposure at each noise sensitive receiver or cluster of receivers using the methods
presented set forth in the manual.

e Determination of the technology applicable to the project: steel-wheeled high-speed or
very high-speed electric (locomotive hauled or EMU), steel-wheeled fossil fuel, or
maglev.

e Determination of noise exposure in terms of “sound exposure level” (“SEL”) under
reference operating conditions.

e Adjustment of the subsource reference SELs to the anticipated operating conditions of
the project (i.e., train consist and speed).

e Development of an SEL-versus-distance relationship for each subsource that includes
the effects of shielding along the path.

e Determination of total SEL at each receiver by combining the levels from all subsources.
e Assessment of noise impact at each receiver or cluster of receivers.

Id. at Chapter 5.

The DEIS compounds the deficiencies resulting from use of the wrong methodology by departing
from the approach one would expect to see in a DEIS, where project impacts are first identified and
all practicable mitigation is then identified to address them. See FRA Noise Manual at 5-25 (“In
general, mitigation options are chosen from those listed [in the FRA Noise Manual|, and then
relevant portions of the project noise are recomputed and reassessed to account for this
mitigation.”). Instead of following this straightforward protocol, the DEIS builds mitigation into its
impact analysis and notes that “159 grade crossings where severe, unmitigated impacts would occur”
would be “eliminated” by a commitment to install wayside horns, hereby concluding that “the
Project would have no permanent noise impacts” as a result of that commitment. DEIS at 5-46, 5-
49. That conclusion is not only based upon the use of faulty methodology. It also short-circuits
FRA’s obligation to consider mitigation measures other than wayside horns to mitigate the severe
impacts that were mentioned in passing. According to the FRA Noise Manual, among the measures
that should have been considered are vehicle noise specifications, wheel treatments, vehicle
treatments, vehicle body design, guideway support, operational restrictions, path treatments, noise
buffers and ground absorption. These alternative and/or additional measures should have been
considered by FRA. FRA Noise Manual at 5-25 to 5-31.

8. Section 106 and Historic Resources: Localities were Excluded from the Section 106
Consultation and Significant Historic and Archeological Resources were Ignored by
the DEIS.

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, P.L. 89-605, codified at 16 U.S.C. §
470 et seq. (“NHPA”), federal agencies must take into account the effect of their undertakings on
historic resources that are either listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (the “National Register”). The federal agency must do so in accordance with procedures
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adopted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (the “Advisory Council”) appearing at 36
C.F.R. Part 800 (the “NHPA Regulations”), unless the agency substitutes the NEPA procedures for
those required under the NHPA. See 36 C.F.R. § 800.8(c). Here, FRA elected not to substitute
NEPA procedures for those of the Advisory Council. See DEIS App. 4.4.5-A.2 at 1 (“M. Hassell
stated that FRA has decided not to use the substitution approach for streamlining the NEPA and
NHPA Section 106 consultation process.”)."

The NHPA Regulations require a federal agency to engage in a consultation process to identify
historic properties potentially affected by the undertaking, assess its effects on those resources, and
seek ways to avoid or minimize any adverse effects that are identified. The NHPA Regulations state
clearly that “[a] representative of a local government with jurisdiction over an area in which the
effects of an undertaking may occur s entitled to participate as a consulting party.” 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(3)
(emphasis added). Accordingly, the regulations provide that the “[tlhe [federal] agency sha// invite
any local governments ...” to join in the consultation. Id. § 800.3(f)(1) (emphasis added).
Notwithstanding such clear and explicit mandates, FRA did not invite the County to participate in
the Section 106 consultation for the Proposed Project. On the contrary, it appears that a conscious
decision was made to ot invite the participation of the County and scores of other affected local
governments. Thus, the DEIS states that only “four Certified Local Governments (CLG) and two
local informants were ... contacted regarding information on locally designated historic resources.”
DEIS at 4-125. The reason for this, according to the minutes of the March 28, 2013 meeting
between the State Historic Preservation Office (“SHPO”) and AAF, is that SHPO “felt that ... due
to past consultations with affected communities (i.e., West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale, Miami)
additional separate meetings are unnecessary.”'' DEIS App. 4.4.5-A.1 at 2.

Thus, only a handful of “certified” local governments were invited to participate in the consultation,
leaving numerous other local jurisdictions (which — like Indian River County — are not certified) out
of the discussions. As noted in minutes for a July 8, 2013 SHPO-AAF meeting that included the
few consulting parties, including FRA, “[f]or the prior EA, county and local historic preservation
staff were invited” to participate in the consultation, but for this phase no such invitation would be
extended because the “project will not involve new station locations that would extend into historic
districts.” DEIS, App. 4.4.5-A.2 at 1.

The exclusion of virtually all local authorities from the Section 106 consultation was wholly
improper. There is no basis in the NHPA Regulations to limit participating local governments to

10 The DEIS states on page 4-124 that “FRA is coordinating compliance with Section 106 with preparations of the

DEIS” (emphasis added). Under the NHPA Regulations, “coordination” is distinct from “substitution.”
When the historic review is coordinated with the NEPA review, the Part 800 NHPA procedural requirements
must be satisfied, along with those under NEPA. When the federal agency seeks to streamline its review by
substituting NEPA procedures, those procedures are followed “in lieu” of those required under the NHPA
Regulations.
" The NHPA Regulations require FRA to consult with SHPO and representatives of local government with
jurisdiction over an area in which the effects of the Proposed Project may occur. 36 C.F.R. § 800.2(c)(1), (3).
They do not contemplate cutting localities out of the process because SHPO advises that local consultation is
“unnecessary.”
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those that are “certified.”"? Moreover, it cannot be argued that the NEPA scoping process provided
a hypothetical opportunity for local governments to provide input regarding the effects of the
Proposed Project on cultural resources, as scoping is no substitute for active participation in a
Section 106 consultation. It should be noted that Indian River County, like most localities without a
proposed station, were not directly notified about, or invited to participate in, the scoping process.
See DEIS App. 8.1-B at App. B. FRA could not have expected localities to infer from the generic
scoping notice that their only opportunity to provide the information on potentially affected
resources, adverse effects and mitigation measures would be to attend and testify at the scoping
sessions. This is especially so because in Indian River County’s case, such sessions were not even
convened in the county. The publication of a scoping notice does not satisfy FRA’s regulatory
obligation to invite local authorities to join in a Section 106 consultation.

Moreover, FRA was not justified in excluding multiple local authorities from the consultation on the
basis that the Proposed Project will not affect cultural resources. On the contrary, one of the
primary reasons for including local authorities in the process is to assist in the identification of
resources that might otherwise be overlooked. That is exactly what happened here: in the absence
of input from informed local authorities, the parties failed to identify a number of significant cultural
resources or the effects that the Proposed Project would have on those resources. For example, no
mention is made in the DEIS of two significant archaeological sites that may lie in or adjacent to the
FECR right-of-way in Indian River County:

The Vero Man site. This site is located along the Main Relief Canal (Van Valkenburg
Creek), where project work would be performed to upgrade an existing railroad
bridge, and to construct a second track. Archaeologists from Mercyhurst University,
the local Old Vero Ice Age Committee, and scientists from the University of Florida
have been working at this site over the past few years. Significant artifacts have been
uncovered during recent excavations that support the theory that this area was
important to a large number of extinct species and the Paleo-Indians that hunted
them. The timeline has been established at 12,000 to 14,000 years ago and may be
even older. The archaeological activities, research, and continued excavations atre
providing valuable information about the earliest people to inhabit Florida. The
Vero Man site — Florida Master Site File (“FMSEF”) #8IR09 - has been determined to
be eligible for the National Register by the Florida SHPO.  Evidence of the
presence of Paleo-Indians, extinct species, possibly hunting weapons, and an
authenticated prehistoric art etching may make this site a potential “World Site.”

The Gifford Bones Site. This site is located at the North Relief Canal/Houston
Creek, and is recorded as FMSF #8IR07 and #8IR08. FMSF #8IR07 is noted as

12 . . . . .
It should be noted that the NHPA regulations governing consultation do not even mention certified local

governments. 36 C.F.R. Part 800. By being “certified” a local government can play a more direct role in
nominating resources to the National Register and may be eligible to receive certain historic preservation funds,
see 36 C.F.R. § 61.6(f), but whether a locality is certified has no bearing on the Section 106 process and cleatrly is
not a prerequisite to being invited to join in a Section 106 consultation.
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“inside of drainage ditch” where bones of ground sloth, camel, mastodon and other
animals were found. At FMSF #8IR08 a stemmed flint projectile point was ‘{d]ug
out of [the|top of ... brown sand in [the] new canal north of Gifford ...”. Rouse
(1951) at 171. This narrow canal on both the west and east sides of the railroad
bridge and Old Dixie Highway Bridge has yielded fossilized bones for decades.

Since it did not identify these significant historical resources in the course of the Section 106
process, FRA failed to assess whether project construction would affect these resources by
disturbing paleo artifacts lying beneath the surface; whether vibration from increased freight and new
passenger operations could damage those artifacts; and whether the lateral expansion of active rail
operations would foreclose or hinder future artifact recovery efforts. Likewise, the DEIS failed to

address ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on these resources.

In addition, the DEIS fails to identify at least two affected architectural resources within Indian
River County. Thus, nothing is said in the document about the Old Town Sebastian Historic
District East or Old Town Sebastian Historic District West. There are over 40 contributing sites or
buildings in these two districts, both of which are listed on the National Register. By failing to
identify these districts, the DEIS neglected to mention that the FECR corridor bisects them, or to
account for the contextual effects (such as noise, vibration, safety and visual impacts) that increased
rail traffic associated with the Proposed Project would have on them. Nor did it address the
measures that could be implemented to address those effects.

The omissions from the Section 106 Historic Resources analysis noted in these comments provide a
few examples of the deficiencies resulting from the exclusion of local authorities from the Section
106 consultation. It is highly likely that additional resources located within other jurisdictions along
the corridor were also overlooked as a result of the exclusionary consultation process that was
employed. For that reason, FRA should reinitiate the Section 106 consultation by extending
invitations to all affected local authorities and other parties entitled to participate under the NHPA
Regulations.

9. Section 4(f): The Section 4(f) Evaluation Failed to: Identify Significant Resources;
Evaluate How the Proposed Project Would Use Those Resources; Whether There are
Any Feasible and Prudent Alternatives To Those Uses; and Whether All Possible
Planning Has Been Taken to Minimize Harm.

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, prohibits USDOT agencies,
including FRA, from approving a project if it “uses” a Section 4(f) Resource' unless (i) there is no
prudent and feasible alternative to that use, and (ii) the project includes all possible planning to

B Section 4(f) protects the following resources: publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife

and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance, or land of an historic site of national, State, or
local significance (as determined by the Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area,
refuge or site). 49 U.S.C. § 303(c).
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minimize harm to the Section 4(f) Resource. Pub. L. 89-670 (1966) (now codified at 49 U.S.C. §
303(c)). A project’s “use” of a Section 4(f) Resource can either be direct, by physically impacting a
resource, or “constructive”, when a project’s proximity impacts are severe enough to impair a
Section 4(f) Resource. Regulations codified at 23 C.F.R. Part 774" and the FRA NEPA Guidance
establish the process for FRA’s compliance with Section 4(f).

As discussed in the Board’s Section 106/Historic Resources Comment above, FRA failed to consult
with local governments in the Section 106 process, and as a result, failed to identify in the DEIS
significant historic resources listed on the National Register. These historic resources are protected
Section 4(f) Resources, and the potential for the Proposed Project to “use” them must be assessed
in the Section 4(f) Evaluation. See 23 CFR. § 774.11(e), (f). In particular, the Section 4(f)
Evaluation must assess whether there are prudent and feasible alternatives to any use of these
resources, and ensure that the Proposed Project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to
them. Without correcting these substantial omissions -- and addressing any and all other Section
4(f) Resources that were overlooked in the analyses performed thus far -- FRA may not approve the
Section 4(f) Evaluation.

10. Coastal Zone Management Act Consistency: The DEIS does not Provide a Basis for
Determining Consistency with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Program.

The Florida Coastal Management Program (“FCMP”) was approved by the U.S. Department of
Commerce pursuant to the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act (“CZMA”), 16 U.S.C. § 1451 e
seq., in 1981. Florida Department of Environmental Protection (“FDEP”), “Florida Coastal
Management Program Guide’ (“FCMPG”) at 6 (6/26/2014). As a result, under the CZMA all federal
activities affecting a coastal use or resource in Florida, including the provision of RRIF funding,
must be consistent with the FCMP “to the maximum extent practicable.” Florida Statutes Chapter
380; 16 U.S.C. §§ 1456(c)(1), (¢)(2); 15 C.F.R. §930.50. The FDEP is responsible for evaluating
whether federal activities are consistent with the FCMP, and must either concur or object to a
consistency certification submitted for the Proposed Project. Florida Statutes § 380.23; 15 C.F.R.
§§ 930.62, 930.63. While FRA may intend for FDEP to rely on the information provided in the
DEIS in making this determination, it is so lacking in substance as to preclude FDEP from relying

2

upon it.

There is no meaningful discussion in the DEIS of whether and how the Proposed Project is
consistent with the 24 statutory programs that comprise the FCMP. Instead, the document presents
a “Draft Consistency Determination” consisting of Table 5.2.5-1, DEIS at 5-65, that includes a
column with only the most cursory discussion of consistency. One example well illustrates this
point. The FCMPG identifies Florida Statutes Chapter 267, Historical Resources as an “enforceable

14 While the Section 4(f) Regulations are promulgated by FHWA and FT'A, FRA has recognized them in the
DEIS as being applicable to the Proposed Project. See, e.g., DEIS at 6-3.
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policy” for purposes of federal consistency. FCMPG at 13. That statute declares that “[t]he rich
and unique heritage of historic properties in this state, representing more than 10,000 years of
human presence, is an important legacy to be valued and preserved for present and future
generations.” Florida Statutes § 267.061(1)(a). Accordingly, state agencies are directed to avoid
taking or assisting in any action that would substantially alter in a way that would adversely affect the
character, form, integrity, or other qualities which contribute to [tlhe historical, architectural, or
archaeological value of [a historic] property” unless there is “no feasible and prudent alternative”
and timely steps are taken either to avoid or mitigate the adverse effects, or to undertake an
appropriate archaeological salvage excavation ....” Florida Statutes § 267.061(2). DEIS Table 5.2.5-
1 dismisses any concerns with respect to this policy with the statement that “[bJased on the
information available, the Project would have no adverse effect on archaeological sites along the N-S
corridor.” DEIS at 5-68. However, as discussed in the Board’s Section 106/Historic Resources
Comment above, the cultural resources analysis presented in the DEIS was prepared without any
meaningful consultation with local authorities, and entirely missed several significant historic
resources in Indian River County alone. Since the conclusion set forth in DEIS Table 5.2.5-1 is not
backed up by the facts, it provides no basis for a determination that the Proposed Project is
consistent with this enforceable policy. The treatment of other enforceable policies in DEIS Table
5.2.5-1 is equally conclusory and unsubstantiated. As a result, the consistency analysis presented in
the DEIS cannot serve as a basis for a determination of consistency with the FCMP.

11. Consistency with Scoping: The Analyses Committed to in the Scoping Report are
Absent from the DEIS

In order to assure that the scope of a DEIS covers all matters of environmental concern identified
by an agency in light of comments made by the public, the CEQ regulations cleatly require that
“|d]raft environmental impact statements ... be prepared in accordance with the scope decided
upon in the scoping process.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a). Contrary to this mandate, the DEIS deviates
in critical respects from commitments made by FRA in the scoping report issued for the Proposed
Project on June 28, 2013 (the “Scoping Report”). DEIS App. 8.1-B.

For example, with respect to alternatives the Scoping Report indicates that “[tlhe EIS will consider
additional/alternative stations, including locating stations closer to city/government centet[s]. This
may include stations in Cocoa/Port Canaveral, Fort Pierce, Melbourne, Port Canaveral, Stuart, St.
Lucie, and other cities along the Proposed Project corridor. The ELS will also consider alternative rail
alignment locations west of the current corridor, including parallel to the Florida Turnpike.” 1d. at 18 (emphasis
added). Notwithstanding these commitments, the DEIS offers no substantive analysis of either
topic. The Board assumes that by promising consideration of alternative routes FRA intended to
include in the DEIS something more than the application of AAF’s profit-based criteria to screen all
alternative routes out of substantive environmental review. Yet as discussed above, such a
substantive analysis was omitted from the DEIS. Moreover, no real consideration at all was paid to
additional stations along the N-S corridor.
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In addition, the Scoping Report commits that [tlhe EIS will assess the primary and secondary (or
induced) social and economic impacts of the [Proposed] Project, which may include relocating
residences and businesses, changes in business patterns, employment, local school enrollment,
community infrastructure, property values, and tax valuation/revenues. Both local and regional social
and economic impacts will be analyzed.” 1d. at 20 (emphasis added). Nevertheless, as discussed in the
Board’s Comment 6, above, the DEIS failed to include any analysis whatsoever of the /localized
impacts that construction and operation of the Proposed Project would have on the socioeconomic
conditions in affected commercial and residential areas. This is a glaring omission in light of: (i) the
disruption that will be caused by construction activities associated with a major infrastructure project
cutting through vibrant downtown areas and residential neighborhoods; (ii) the permanent barrier
that would be created by operation of a highly active rail line separating commercial and residential
neighborhoods; and (iii) the potential socioeconomic impacts of traffic congestion on the roadways
proximate to the grade crossings.

Another commitment in the Scoping Report is that “[tlhe EIS will consider cumulative impacts of
all resources, to assess the impacts of the Project in conjunction with other rail projects.” Id. at 21.
Yet as discussed in the Board’s Comment 2, above, contrary to that commitment the DEIS explicitly
rejects consideration of the cumulative impacts of the Tri-Rail Coastal Link project, notwithstanding
the availability of the information needed to do so.

The above examples illustrate how far the DEIS strayed from the scope FRA promised to prepare at
the conclusion of the scoping process. The Board urges the agency to now keep those
commitments in a supplemental DEIS.
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List of Exhibits Provided Electronically to the Federal Railroad Administration

Exhibit A United States Department of Transportation, Order 5610.1C ““Procedures for
Considering Environmental Impacts” (9/18/1979).

Exhibit B Federal Railroad Administration, “On-Site Engineering Report — Part 2 for All
Aboard Florida” (9/23/2014).

Exhibit C Florida High Speed Rail Authotity, “Orlando-Miani Planning Study” (3/2003).

Exhibit D Council on Environmental Quality, “Considering Cumnlative Effects under NEPA”
(1/1997).

Exhibit E South Florida Regional Transportation Authority and All Aboard Florida,
“Commuter Railroad Service Letter Agreement” (4/25/2014).

Exhibit F Florida Department of Transportation, “Final Conceptual Alternatives
Abnalysis/ Environmental Screening Report” (2009).

Exhibit G Florida Department of Transportation, “Detailed Environmental Screening Report”
(11/2010).

Exhibit H Florida Department of Transportation, “Final Alternatives Analysis Report”
(10/2011).

Exhibit I Florida Department of Transportation “Final Preliminary Project Development
Report” for the Tri-Rail Coastal Link (4/2014).

Exhibit J Tri-Rail Coastal Link Project website (http://tri-
railcoastallink.com/ frequently_asked_questions.html) (last accessed on
11/25/2014).

Exhibit K Otlando Business Journal, “3 Reasons Why All Aboard Florida in Orlando Was
Delayed” (7/9/2014).

Exhibit L Executive Office of the President, The President’s Climate Action Plan (6/2013).

Exhibit M United States Department of Transportation, “Policy Statement on Climate Change
Adaptation” (6/2011).

Exhibit N United States Department of Transportation, “Climate Adaptation Plan: Ensuring
Transportation Infrastructure and System Resilience” (5/2013).

Exhibit O United States Department of Transportation, Order 5650.2 “Floodplain

Management and Protection” (4/23/1979).
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CDM

Smith

Memorandum

To: Mr. Chris Mora
From: Ms. Jill Grimaldi, BCES
Date: November 14, 2014

Subject:  All Aboard Florida

On September 19, 2014, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) released the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the All Aboard Florida (AAF) high-speed rail project’s Phase 2 (West Palm
Beach to Orlando segment). FRA is serving as the lead Federal Agency for the review of the project. An
Environmental Assessment (EA), presumably using similar methodology, was completed for the Miami
to West Palm Beach segment (Phase 1) of the project in 2012. The FRA issued a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) for Phase 1. A supplemental EA is under review (concurrently with the DEIS) for the
revised location of a maintenance facility. The supplemental EA has no bearing on the DEIS review.

CDM Smith has conducted a thorough review of the DEIS. It should be noted that CDM Smith’s review
comments focus solely on the information presented in the DEIS that pertains to the portion of the
Proposed Project within Indian River County’s boundaries (including impacts on municipalities). The
detailed summary is provided as Attachment 1 to this memorandum.

After completing the review of the DEIS, CDM Smith has concluded that the evaluation has significant
deficiencies when compared to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, which
outlines the requirements for an Environmental Impact Statement. The following presents a summary of
the deficiencies. Additional discussion on each item is presented in Attachment 1.

Conclusions

Upon review of the DEIS, CDM Smith concludes that the document is incomplete and lacking in the
following primary areas:

1. No impacts outside the FECR ROW were included.
2. As presented, the alternatives analysis appears to be insufficient.

3. Noise and vibration impacts assessment is not complete.
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d.

Vibration data is lacking.

General methodologies were used instead of the detailed assessment called for under
the FRA manual.

Noise levels are underestimated when compared to the existing conditions data
collected by CDM Smith.

Future condition predicts a near doubling of noise levels.

4. Construction/temporary impacts are not addressed (other than minimal construction noise

data).

5. Traffic evaluation is insufficient.

10.

a.

Number of crossings evaluated is not adequate.

Very significant queuing impacts will result from the Project that were not properly
disclosed.

Traffic projections not based on actual traffic counts kept by Indian River County
(updated annually).

AM peak not included.

Delay and queuing calculations are unclear.

RTC model results do not include impacts to at-grade crossings or the results of multiple
trains at rail crossings.

No mention of future greenway plans (for bicycle and pedestrian use).

No data given on the projected emergency vehicle impacts for at-grade crossings; no
indication of the local emergency routes that were input into the RTC model to render a
solution on possible delay impacts.

Wetlands analysis is incomplete. Evaluation must include potential impacts resulting from
improvements made at crossings outside of the existing ROW.

Threatened and Endangered Species analysis is incomplete. Evaluation must include potential
impacts resulting from improvements made at crossings outside of the existing ROW.

EJ requirement for community outreach is insufficient; specifically, outreach to disadvantaged
communities was not adequate.

Regarding Coastal Zone Management, enforceable policies 553 and 597 were not addressed.

Cultural Resource evaluation is grossly lacking.

No mention was made of the historic districts or dozens of historic sites.
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b. Local governments/groups/individuals as Section 106 Consulting Parties.
No archaeological survey appears to have been conducted for portions of the project

APE.
d. No vibration analysis information provide as it pertains to cultural or archaeological

sites.

In conclusion, CDM Smith believes that the evaluation included in the DEIS is incomplete and
recommends that a supplemental DEIS be required prior to issuance of a Record of Decision by the FRA.

File: 6706-104005

cc: Dylan Reingold
Kate Cotner
Jane Wheeler
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Executive Summary

Upon review of the DEIS, CDM Smith concludes that the document is incomplete and lacking in the
following primary areas:

1. No impacts outside the FECR ROW were included.
2. As presented, the alternatives analysis appears to be insufficient.
3. Noise and vibration impacts assessment is not complete.

a. Vibration data is lacking.
General methodologies were used instead of the detailed assessment called for under the
FRA manual.

c. Noise levels are underestimated when compared to the existing conditions data collected
by CDM Smith.

d. Future condition predicts a near doubling of noise levels.

4. Construction/temporary impacts are not addressed (other than minimal construction noise data).
5. Traffic evaluation is insufficient.

a. Number of crossings evaluated is not adequate.
Very significant queuing impacts will result from the Proposed Project that were not
properly disclosed.

c. Traffic projections not based on actual traffic counts kept by Indian River County (updated
annually).
AM peak not included.
Delay and queuing calculations are unclear.

f. RTC model results do not include impacts to at-grade crossings or the results of multiple
trains at rail crossings.

g. No mention of future greenway plans (for bicycle and pedestrian use).

h. No data given on the projected emergency vehicle impacts for at-grade crossings; no
indication of the local emergency routes that were input into the RTC model to render a
solution on possible delay impacts.

6. Wetlands analysis is incomplete. Evaluation must include potential impacts resulting from
improvements made at crossings outside of the existing ROW.

7. Threatened and Endangered Species analysis is incomplete. Evaluation must include potential
impacts resulting from improvements made at crossings outside of the existing ROW.

8. EJrequirement for community outreach is insufficient; specifically, outreach to disadvantaged
communities was not adequate.

9. Regarding Coastal Zone Management, enforceable policies 553 and 597 were not addressed.
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Executive Summary

10. Cultural Resource evaluation is grossly lacking.

a. No mention was made of the historic districts or dozens of historic sites.

b. Local governments/groups/individuals as Section 106 Consulting Parties.

c. No archaeological survey appears to have been conducted for portions of the Proposed
Project APE.

d. No vibration analysis information provide as it pertains to cultural or archaeological sites.

In conclusion, CDM Smith believes that the evaluation included in the DEIS is incomplete and recommends
that a supplemental DEIS be required prior to issuance of a Record of Decision by the FRA.
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Section 1

General Comments

1.1 Background

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was signed into law on January 1, 1970. NEPA establishes
“national environmental policy and goals for the protection, maintenance, and enhancement of the
environment and provides a process for implementing these goals within the federal agencies.”

From the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA) NEPA website, “Title | of NEPA contains a
Declaration of National Environmental Policy which requires the federal government to use all practicable
means to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony.
Section 102 requires federal agencies to incorporate environmental considerations in their planning and
decision-making through a systematic interdisciplinary approach. Specifically, all federal agencies are to
prepare detailed statements assessing the environmental impact of and alternatives to major federal
actions significantly affecting the environment. These statements are commonly referred to as
environmental impact statements (EIS).”

On September 19, 2014, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) released the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the All Aboard Florida (AAF) high-speed rail project’s Phase 2 (“Proposed
Project”). FRA is serving as the lead Federal Agency for the review of the Proposed Project. An
Environmental Assessment (EA), presumably using similar methodology, was completed for the Miami to
West Palm Beach segment (Phase 1) of the project in 2012. The FRA issued a Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) for Phase 1. A supplemental EA is under review (concurrently with the DEIS) for the revised
location of a maintenance facility. The supplemental EA has no bearing on the DEIS review.

CDM Smith has conducted a thorough review of the DEIS. It should be noted that CDM Smith’s review
comments, focus solely on the information presented in the DEIS that pertains to the portion of the
Proposed Project within Indian River County’s boundaries (including impacts on municipalities).

1.2 General Comments

The DEIS limits the review of impacts to those activities being planned within the existing right-of-way
(ROW) for the Florida East Coast Railroad (FECR), when in fact, the more significant local impacts would fall
outside of the corridor at the individual roadway crossings (traffic control and signalization improvements)
and bridge crossings. In general, FECR maintains a 100 foot ROW throughout Indian River County. CDM
Smith was notified during the diagnostic field evaluation that intersection improvements would include the
addition of 100 foot long traffic separating medians on each side of the crossing to address safety
requirements for high speed rail projects. This adds up to 200 feet of additional impacts at each of the
intersections where the median installation is feasible for the given crossing geometry (exit gates/4-
quadrant gates will be used where medians cannot be accommodated). The addition of these medians, at
many of the crossings, will require road widening, filling of stormwater swales/ditches, relocation of
overhead and underground utilities and potential traffic impacts from shortened queue in turn lanes.
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Section 1 * General Comments

The diagnostic report provided via email by Indian River County staff outlines some of the intersection
improvements being proposed; however, this information is not presented in the DEIS. Therefore, the DEIS
should be considered incomplete due to the lack of information addressing impacts outside of the ROW.

The DEIS is also silent on the potential impacts from construction activities. The document does not
identify construction lay-down or staging areas, information on construction sequencing or duration, dust
control measures, or the potential noise and vibration impacts to archaeological or historical sites along
the corridor within the Area of Potential Effects (APE).

In addition to the missing construction and intersection improvement impacts, the following general
comments were noted during CDM Smith’s review:

1. The presentation of the Miami to West Palm Beach segment (Phase 1) separate from the remaining
segments appears to be a clear case of segmentation (i.e. Phase 1 was reviewed and approved
independently of and ahead of Phase 2). For a project to be segmented under NEPA, AAF would
have had to demonstrate “Independent Utility” in order for project components to be reviewed and
considered separately. CDM Smith is not convinced AAF has demonstrated “Independent Utility,”
and would request further documentation from FRA that this process was undertaken in accordance
with NEPA requirements.

2. AAF applied for federal funds from FRA through the Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement
Financing (RRIF) program. Compliance with the NEPA is a prerequisite for approval of the RRIF loan
application. CDM Smith also reviewed the RRIF loan application for the purpose of confirming
consistency between the documents.

3. The Proposed Project as analyzed in the DEIS is assumed to include 5 additional passenger train sets;
16 round-trip trips (32 one-way trips). The DEIS does not account for the increase in freight traffic
that is noted in the RRIF loan application or the potential for increased passenger rail traffic over
time.

4. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) cooperating agency acceptance and jurisdiction determination are
included, but the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
documents are not included.

5. The DEIS draws conclusions throughout without adequate justification. For example, the document
concludes that no significant localized traffic impacts would result from operation of the Proposed
Project; however, Appendix 3.3 C indicates that queues stretching for more than a mile would occur
at least 4 times an hour at certain area intersections. Such impacts, which could occur all along the
corridor of the Proposed Project, were not appropriately addressed.

1.3 Indirect and Secondary Impacts

The DEIS concludes that there will be “no induced growth” as a result of the Proposed Project; however,
there are direct statements to the contrary within the DEIS. For example, Table 5.2.5-1 states that, “The
project would provide linkages between regional and statewide multi-modal transportation networks and
promote commercial development within the vicinity of transit systems” and “The Project would have an
indirect beneficial effect on future business opportunities and would likely promote tourism in the region.”
Section 5.1.2.3 states “The three proposed stations for the WPB-M Corridor (in West Palm Beach, Fort
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Section 1 * General Comments

Lauderdale and Miami) may result in secondary effects such as creating potential for development and
redevelopment outside the development directly associated with the stations. This additional development
may also create impacts such as induced traffic generated by those developments.” This statement
contradicts Section 5.2.1.3, which states “The areas surrounding the proposed stations are already
developed; the Project is not anticipated to result in induced growth or development that could generate
additional emissions of criteria pollutants, and would not result in indirect or secondary effects to air
quality.”

1.3 Permitting and Regulatory Reviews

The DEIS fails to include documentation that USACE and FAA agreed to act as cooperating agencies for
purposes of reviewing the Proposed Project. The NEPA-required cover page of the DEIS lists USACE, USCG
and FAA be cooperating agencies. A “cooperating agency” is an agency that has jurisdiction by law or
special expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposal (or a reasonable
alternative) and will typically have some responsibilities for the analysis related to its jurisdiction or special
expertise (See 40 CFR 1501.6 and 40 CFR 1508.5). Page 1-5 of the DEIS indicates that USACE was asked to
participate as a cooperating agency and USACE agreed; there is a similar statement regarding FAA's
involvement on page 1-6. No cooperating agency documentation was provided for either the USACE or the
FAA.

An EIS should include detailed statements concerning the environmental impacts of the proposed project;
not bypass this obligation to other permitting processes. On October 7, 2014, the USACE issued a notice
stating that, “The applicant has estimated that the north/south component of the proposed railway would
occur within the existing FECR ROW and would only require minor impacts to waters of the United States
(wetlands and surface waters) at various locations along the corridor. The Corps has initially determined
these minor improvements could be verified in accordance with the Corps’ Nationwide Permit (NWP)
program. Verification by NWP would not require further public coordination.” The notice further stated
that USACE will use the final EIS as the NEPA document for issuance of the NWP.

Additional discussions with the USACE Project Manager indicated that authority for review of the proposed
bridge improvements and replacements along the North-South (N-S) segment would be delegated to the
USCG, in accordance with Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. Section 9 states that a USACE permit
may still be required pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act if the construction of a bridge over a
navigable waterway requires the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into waters of the United States.
Without preliminary design plans for the Proposed Project, it is difficult to evaluate the extent of required
dredge and fill activities, and therefore to what extent USACE involvement is required.

In addition to USACE and USCG authority, local permits will be required for the proposed bridge
replacements and expansions. The Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD) maintains the
North, Main and South Relief Canals. The referenced canals are listed in Appendix 5.3.6-B6 of the DEIS (ESA
Section 7 Consultation 20140129) to be upgraded (not replaced). CDM Smith spoke with the
superintendent of the IRFWCD, who indicated that there has been no contact or coordination to date
between the AAF project team and IRFWCD regarding permit or maintenance requirements. IRFWCD
further indicated that the existing support for the North Relief Canal Bridge is in a state of disrepair with
significant washouts and undermining being observed on the southern support.
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Section 2

Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences

The majority of the existing environmental conditions and impacts are summarized in Sections 4 and 5 of
the DEIS, and CDM Smith’s review of those two sections is presented below.

2.1 Traffic and Transportation Impacts
2.1.1 Railroad Crossings Selected

The DEIS failed to consider a representative sample of railroad crossings in Indian River County and thus
the impact has not been adequately analyzed or addressed. Two out of 30 crossings in Indian River County
were selected based on the largest 2012 Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) on roads crossing the rail line.
Oslo Road had a 2012 AADT of 14,400 and 19" Place an AADT of 11,500. Although these roads have the
largest AADT, they may not necessarily have the longest delay and queue caused by train activity. Two out
of 30 intersections represents an inadequate sample size.

2.1.2 Traffic Projections

The DEIS failed to follow FDOT guidance by not conducting actual intersection turning movement counts
and not conducting an analysis using those actual counts. The DEIS estimated peak hour intersection traffic
at the two Indian River County crossings by applying a K (daily traffic occurring in the peak hour) and D
(directional distribution) factor to the AADT values. AAF then applied a turning movement volume
distribution (left, through, and right) to the PM peak hour traffic to estimate intersection traffic. The DEIS
failed to calculate AM peak hour conditions completely. This methodology, according to the Railroad
Crossing Analysis report for All-Aboard-Florida, is found in the 2009 Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT) Quality/Level of Service Handbook. CDM Smith’s concern with this methodology is that the
estimated peak hour intersection traffic volumes could be significantly different than actual traffic, and
that the differences are compounded when a growth rate is applied. It would be more appropriate to
conduct actual intersection turning movement counts and conduct analysis using those actual counts (see
FDOT 2014 Project Traffic Forecasting Handbook Ch.6, Section 6.5 paragraph).

Year 2016 and 2036 traffic projections were based on a one percent annual growth rate. The report states
this was based on historical traffic data and is conservative because much of the corridor has seen negative
growth over the last several years. It would be more appropriate to utilize the regional Travel Demand
Model to project future traffic conditions.

2.1.3 Delay and Queuing Analysis

The DEIS does not properly analyze the delay and queuing calculations. Table 3-10 in the rail crossing
report presents some confusing information. First, the automobile delay and queue calculations caused by
a passenger and freight train are almost the same, but CDM Smith understands that a freight train is much
longer and will create a longer “gate down” condition. Second, CDM Smith is not sure how the delay and
queue calculations are done. At Oslo Road and US 1 the eastbound delay and queue at the intersection is
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much longer than at the railroad crossing. For example, the year 2036 eastbound delay at the intersection
is projected to be 656.2 seconds (10 minutes 56 seconds) (passenger train) versus 87.5 seconds at the
railroad crossing. It seems that eastbound traffic would be delayed a similar amount of time whether it is
due to the rail gate down condition or the traffic signal at US 1 being preempted by the train. Furthermore,
the northbound left and southbound right turn delays and queues for traffic turning from US 1 onto Oslo
Road are not shown. It is assumed that the northbound and southbound through movements on US 1 will
have a green indication while a train is crossing Oslo Road, but all other movements at the US 1 and Oslo
Road intersection oriented towards westbound Oslo Road will be prohibited. This could be substantial and
create safety problems at the intersection. For example, the northbound US 1 dual left turn lane will likely
reach its capacity of 26 vehicles or approximately 650 feet while a train is crossing Oslo Road such that
excess vehicles are blocking the inside through lane. As the left turn lane demand increases, motorists may
maneuver unsafely in and out of the lane as they attempt to travel westbound. Additionally, the
southbound US 1 right turn lane at Oslo Road is approximately 150 feet long and can store approximately
six vehicles. While a train is crossing Oslo Road, this right turn lane will likely reach its capacity. Finally, it is
not clear where the westbound projected queue at the Oslo Road and US 1 intersection would be. For
example, at that intersection, the westbound queue is projected to be 4,099 feet in 2036. At the FEC
railroad crossing the westbound queue is projected to be 1,594 feet. If the 4,099 foot queue would
consume the US 1 lanes feeding westbound Oslo Road, the impact on US 1 would be significant.

As the results appear flawed, the FRA should review the Synchro output to determine assumptions and
more details about their methodology. It is not clear where or if the consultant got the actual traffic signal
splits and offsets (traffic signal cycle lengths and timing).

The DEIS fails to give an adequate delay and queuing analysis for two trains crossing simultaneously. The
results of the delay analysis shown in Table 3-10 and 3-11 seem to represent one train crossing. CDM Smith
understands that two trains could cross a road consecutively and that would lengthen the delay and queue.
In effect, back-to-back trains crossing would compound the impact even more because queues from the
first train would not have a chance to dissipate before the second train arrived.

CDM Smith believes that FRA must reexamine the appropriateness of the weighted average shown in these
tables. The weighted average of delay, queue, and LOS does not provide meaningful information.

The DEIS failed to provide any mitigation for the long delays created by the rail crossing delays. The
mitigation could include improvements to US 1 or the perpendicular crossing streets in the form of
additional turn lanes, additional through lanes, or improved traffic signal equipment. Other potential
mitigation could include improvements to the overall street network to relieve congestion caused by train
crossings, or grade separating some of the railroad crossing to provide relief.

2.1.4 Local Traffic Impacts

The frequency projections of freight and passenger trains along the N-S Corridor identified in the DEIS
would be anticipated to cause delays at one or multiple at-grade crossings simultaneously through Indian
River County, however the DEIS states that there may be minor increased traffic delays at existing at-grade
crossings. The report also states there may be delays to trains on a “shared use” environment (both
passenger and freight service) which will be controlled by the Train Dispatcher as shown on pages 3-4 and
3-5. There is mention of installing additional passing tracks and from our understanding there are no
existing passing tracks within Indian River County. With both the frequency projections of freight and
passenger trains along the N-S Corridor it is safe to assume delays could increase at one or multiple at-
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grade crossings simultaneously through Indian River County. The train speeds as shown on Tables 5.1.3-1 &
5.1.2-4 for both passenger and freight appear to assume the speeds will be constant throughout the N-S
Corridor and/or counties. This assumes all the existing and proposed track length through the counties can
accommodate the stated speed and that no trains will require crossing over to the adjacent track or
stopping within Indian River County.

The DEIS fails to use the proper model for impacts to at-grade crossings or the results of multiple trains at
rail crossings and fails to adequately address mitigation for such impacts. The DEIS does state using Rail
Traffic Controller (RTC) model is an acceptable method to predict train movements; however, the report
stated results of this model for bridge closures over navigable waterways, but not for impacts to at-grade
crossings or the results of multiple trains at rail crossings The software will provide time-table and track
occupancy results and animation (see www.berkelysimlulation.com) and take into account speed. The
report does mention the addition of passing tracks and or universal crossovers (pg. 3-37) to accommodate
trains passing each other; however, there are no indications where these may occur. The DEIS does not
present design plans to identify passing options. The DEIS does state there will be adverse environmental
effects to at-grade crossings and that each crossing will be reviewed and mitigation measures installed to
reduce these impacts (DEIS S-8). Again there are no design plans showing these mitigation measures or
what the impact will be to the local authorities for the capital investment or additional maintenance costs.
In addition, it is anticipated that there will be possible footprint increases to the existing roadway at
intersections and possible additional traffic pre-emption signal heads.

2.1.5 Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts

The DEIS overlooks impacts on bicycle and pedestrian traffic. Many of the railroad crossings are located in
heavily populated and densely developed areas that generate a substantial amount of bicycle and
pedestrian traffic. The impact to this growing segment of the traveling population has not been addressed.
The DEIS does state (section 3.3.1) that “pedestrian at-grade crossings would be upgraded to enhance
safety.” The DEIS does not address additional risks to pedestrians crossing the tracks outside of grade
crossings as a result of increased freight and new passenger rail traffic traveling at high speeds on two
tracks. There are no future projections of greenways stated or statements that discussions have been made
to local Transportation/Metropolitan Planning Organizations about their projections for bicycle/pedestrian
volumes and about their future plans for greenways.

2.1.6 Emergency Vehicle Mobility

Without the appropriate data, the DEIS does not adequately address the impact on emergency response
vehicles. Indian River County has a significant number of hospitals and fire stations that will be impacted by
additional railroad crossing blockages. Fire truck and ambulance movements are anticipated to be more
inhibited when trains are moving through the grade crossings due to increase rail freight and passenger
trains. As stated earlier, the DEIS does state the applicant used an RTC model (see section 4.3.4 on what
the software will provide) for projected train movements; however, there is no data given on the projected
impacts to at-grade crossings. In addition, there was no indication the local emergency routes were
inputted into the RTC model to render a solution on possible delay impacts.

2.2 Noise and Vibration Impacts

The DEIS failed to include an in-depth assessment of the noise and vibration impacts caused by the
Proposed Project. High Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment

CDM
Smith 2-3
jj1599_Executive Summary.docx
©2014 CDM Smith Inc.
All Rights Reserved






Section 2 ¢ Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

(DOT/FRA/ORD-12/15, September, 2012) provides the basic guidance and procedures for the assessment
of potential noise and vibration impacts from proposed high-speed ground transportation projects. This
manual is intended for projects with train speeds of 90 to 250 mph. The manual is similar to the FTA Transit
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment manual (which is intended for projects with train speeds up to 90
mph). An important characteristic of the noise from high-speed trains that is absent from the DEIS noise
analysis is the analysis of the onset rate of the sound signature. Onset rate is the average rate of change of
increasing sound pressure level in decibels per second during a single noise event. The rapid approach of a
high-speed train is accompanied by a sudden increase in noise for a receiver near the tracks. There is an
absence of discussion of onset rate and an apparent reliance on the FTA manual (showing typical A-
weighted maximum sound levels) rather than on the more appropriate than FRA manual (showing typical
A-weighted levels of high-speed train sources).

The DEIS lacks calculation details and quantitative support for its impact assessment as required by the
Federal Railroad Administration manual. In general, the impact assessments are lacking calculation
details and quantitative support. The Proposed Project is well beyond the initial planning stages.
Therefore, these calculations and support documentation should be required as part of the DEIS analysis.

The DEIS fails to include an evaluation of noise and vibration impacts on subterranean archaeological sites
and vertical historical sites along the N-S Corridor. The FRA manual references Section 106 and states with
regard to historic and archaeological sites, “Special protection provided by law. Section 4(f) of the DOT Act
and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act come into play frequently during the
environmental review of transit projects. Section 4(f) protects historic sites and publicly-owned parks,
recreation areas and wildlife refuges. Section 106 protects historic and archaeological resources.” The DEIS
does not include a complete list of the subterranean archaeological sites and vertical historical sites along
the N-S Corridor. Therefore, it does not evaluate the Proposed Project’s noise and vibration impacts on the
subterranean archaeological sites and vertical historical sites along the N-S Corridor.

Moreover, AAF made no attempt to collect representative noise data at a representative sampling of
intersections along the corridor, as is required by Section 106 of the NHPA.

Specifically, CDM Smith noted the following deficiencies:

1. The DEIS relied on an inaccurate methodology for determining existing noise levels. The FRA manual
recommends that noise be considered in terms of divergence, absorption/diffusion and/or shielding at
a distance of 50 feet from the source. Existing noise levels at 50 feet were not monitored in the field,
but rather estimated based on the FTA Guidance Manual based on population density or proximity to
an interstate highway, airport, or an existing rail line. No figures are presented to show the existing
ambient noise levels in the Project Study Area derived from these different estimated noise levels.
Existing ambient noise levels would be helpful in comparing existing and future build impacts at
sensitive land uses and historic properties. Measurements of existing ambient noise levels, especially
at sensitive land uses and historic properties, should have been used as the combination of various
transportation and urban noise sources can be complex. See Appendix B of the FRA manual which
discusses options for determination of existing noise levels ranging from full measurement (more
accurate) to tabular lookup (less accurate).

a. Outdoor measurements were collected by CDM Smith using a Type 1 SoundPro DL sound level
meter in October 2014. The noise meter was placed 5 feet above the ground level. Noise levels
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were measured at each location and the equivalent steady-state sound level (L.4) was collected for
each site logged in one minute intervals. One minute data log is important to determine any
aberrant noise events at each site. Noise levels were measured at six locations within the Project
Study Area, as shown in Table 2-1. The purpose of the ambient noise level measurement was to
quantify the existing acoustic environment and provide a baseline for assessing the impact of
future noise levels on the receptors in the vicinity of the proposed action resulting from the
Proposed Project. No documentation of field measurements collected by AAF were presented in
the DEIS.

Table 2-1 October 2014 Noise Data Collected by CDM Smith

Train Train

Crossing Location Measured (various time periods) Ambient | Event Horn

Lmax Leq Lmin Leq Leq Lmax
Sebastian Roseland Rd 107 79 48 71 88 107
Sebastian Schumann Dr 104 74 42 64 88 104
Vero Beach  45th St 101 71 47 64 83 101
Vero Beach  23rd St 105 78 52 64 86 105
Vero Beach  4th St 98 76 53 68 86 98
Vero Beach  Highland Dr 106 80 52 67 89 106

b. People generally perceive a 10 A-weighted decibel (dBA) increase in a noise level as a doubling of
loudness. For example, a 70-dBA sound will be perceived by an average person as twice as loud as
a 60-dBA sound. People generally cannot detect differences of 1 dBA to 2 dBA. Differences of 3
dBA can be detected by most people with average hearing abilities. A 5-dBA change would likely
be perceived by most people under normal listening conditions.

c. The DEIS underestimates the noise impacts from the Proposed Project. Table 5.2.2-9 of the DEIS,
indicates that the Proposed Project would result in daytime noise levels (Leq) ranging from 62.1 to
63.9 dBA close to at-grade crossings (average 62.5 dBA) and ranging from 61.4 to 63.5 dBA along
the mainline tracks. The 2014 ambient noise levels (Ley) collected by CDM Smith in the field ranged
from 61 to 71 dBA and 83 to 89 dBA during a train event for the existing condition. These values
are higher than the projected background conditions used in the DEIS. The DEIS does not address
different noise sources and combining of noise sources such as traffic noise, freight noise, and
passenger train noise to calculate the increase in the noise levels from the Proposed Project which
results in underestimation of noise levels from the project.

d. The Lg,ranged from 62.2 to 64.1 at-grade crossings and 61.6 to 63.6 along the mainline. The future
noise levels listed in Table 5.2.2-10 shows the existing Lq, noise levels are 75 dBA with the project
noise at 64 dBA in Indian River County. Comparing existing Ly, from the existing levels of 62.2 to
64.1 to future levels of 75 dBA, there is a 10 dBA increase which equates to doubling of loudness.

2. The DEIS fails to include existing vibration levels in the Project Study Area to compare to future
vibration levels. Similarly, generic vibration levels at various distances are only shown for rubber-tired
vehicles traveling at 30 miles per hour (mph), light rail traveling at 50 mph, and heavy rail traveling at
50 mph. As suggested by the DEIS, the vibration source in the E-W Corridor is SR 528, where vehicles in
the Project Study Area will be traveling at speeds exceeding 30 mph. According to a later reference on
page 5-43, freight trains observed for the Amtrak EA had speeds ranging from 30 to 49 mph. No figures
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are presented to show the existing vibration levels in the Project Study Area that were used to
compare against the future vibration levels.

The estimated noise levels for SR528 presented in the DEIS are based on an incorrect classification. The
DEIS shows that FRA used FTA noise levels for interstate highways to estimate noise levels near SR 528;
however, SR 528 is a state road, not an interstate highway.

The DEIS fails to give a detailed explanation of the noise levels associated with both idling locomotives
and moving locomotives. The DEIS mentions noise from idling locomotives and moving trains;
however, it does not explain what these noise levels are and how the Ldn from moving and idling trains
at the VMF were calculated to be 68.8 dBA at 50 feet.

The DEIS fails to provide a basis for its declared correction factors for the Proposed Project. On page 5-
41, the DEIS states that there is a correction factor for passenger trains of 4 dBA. Moreover, on page 5-
50, the DEIS states that there is a correction factor for passenger trains of 10 VdB). These figures,

however, are referenced for passenger trains on elevated tracks. No basis is provided for these factors.

The DEIS did not adequately account for the noise and vibrations of the construction equipment or the
noise and vibrations that occur when you use two pieces of equipment simultaneously. Construction
noise is evaluated for the two loudest pieces of equipment. It is not clear whether it was assumed that
both pieces of equipment will be operating concurrently. Numerous pieces of equipment operating
concurrently may contribute substantially to the overall construction noise, even if the individual
equipment may not be as loud as the two selected equipment. The DEIS should have described the
other typical construction equipment and the number of various equipment operating simultaneously,
and based the analysis on the combined noise from that equipment.

The DEIS fails to address the increase in future traffic noise along the Proposed Project corridor. The
DEIS references existing noise from SR 528 and other roadways as the dominant existing noise source;
however, the increase of traffic along these corridors that will occur by the time the Proposed Project
is in full operation (future condition) is not documented. In the DEIS, the total future noise level is
calculated by adding the Proposed Project noise level to the existing highway noise level. Therefore,
failing to account for the fact that population growth will result in increased traffic noise in the Project
Study Area in the horizon year when the Proposed Project is fully operational. Increases in future
traffic noise along Project Study Area travel corridors are not addressed in the DEIS. See the FRA
manual, Chapter 3, Noise Impact Criteria, which discusses relationship of project noise impacts to
ambient noise levels (the higher the ambient noise level, the lower the noise level increase before
onset of impact).The document also does not discuss the freight and passenger rail growth and long
term impacts.

The DEIS fails to analyze the increase in freight traffic in the alternatives analysis. The DEIS analyzes the
increase in freight operation for the No-Action Alternative only. The change in freight operation should
have been addressed for the Project Alternatives, as required by NEPA for an EIS.

The DEIS failed to discuss the quantitative effects of speed and type of locomotive on the noise and
vibration levels. The DEIS indicates that noise and vibration levels were calculated for different train
speeds. The document should have discussed the effect of the referenced speed and type of
locomotive (i.e., freight vs. high speed passenger train) on noise and vibration levels, such as
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calculating high speed train onset rate, or startle effect (see p. 2-6 of the FRA Manual) and
aerodynamic noise (see p. 2-11 of the FRA Manual).

10. The DEIS did not properly analyze the noise and vibration impacts to land uses, historical structures or
archeological resources that are within 600 feet of the Proposed Project’s Rail Corridor. Page 4-37 of
the DEIS specifically states that the Project Study Area for vibration extends approximately 600 feet
from the rail corridor; however, on page 4-122, the DEIS deviates from the 600 feet boundary and
presented a vibration analysis for archaeological resources that was limited to the footprint of
subsurface activities within the existing approximately 100-foot wide FECR ROW for the N-S Corridor.

11. The DEIS fails to disclose the total number of land uses that are sensitive to noise or vibration (a.k.a.
sensitive receptors) currently being affected by existing noise levels. In Section 5.2.2.2, numbers of
impacted sensitive receptors are presented for various project components. AAF should discuss the
total number of sensitive receptors and ones that may already be impacted without the Proposed
Project in the Affected Environment section (refer to pages 5-5 through 5-8 of the FRA Manual).

12. The DEIS fails to adequately describe the noise and vibration mitigation. Section 7.2.4 indicates that
AAF will implement mitigation measures as part of the project design; however, it is unclear what that
mitigation would be, or what its effectiveness would be in addressing significant impacts.

13. The DEIS fails to include a documented mitigation analysis. Moderate and Severe impacts are identified
in the DEIS, however, mitigation analysis is not documented. Noise barrier analysis or horn noise
assessment using the FTA and FRA noise assessment manuals is not included in the DEIS. The FRA
manual for high-speed rail projects is designed to complement the FTA manual. The High-Speed
Ground Transportation Noise Spreadsheet Model has been developed in conjunction with the FRA
manual for calculating noise from high-speed rail projects.

2.3 Air Impacts

The DEIS did not use the correct methodology to analyze the increase in vehicular emissions caused by the
Proposed Project. The Methodology section on page 5-34 of the DEIS states that for vehicular emissions
modeling, “all vehicles were assumed to be gasoline burning vehicles.” The assumption is not used by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and is not a U.S. EPA-recommended methodology for NEPA
analyses [U.S. EPA, “Policy Guidance on the Use of MOVES2014 for State Implementation Plan
Development, Transportation Conformity, and Other Purposes’”’ (EPA-420-B—14-008, July 2014)]. The DEIS
should analyze the vehicular emissions using the latest version of the U.S. EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emissions
Simulator (MOVES), MOVES2014 [Note that the older version, MOVES2010, is also acceptable. (79 FR
60343)]. The FRA should have obtained MOVES2014 input files from the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection or FDOT for Florida vehicle fleet distributions, by geographic area, and run these
to obtain accurate, up-to-date, and defensible emissions inventories for a representative mix of vehicle
types and ages.

The DEIS fails to examine the negative localized impacts of air emission rates due to the Proposed Project.
Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2.2 show the overall regional net benefit in annual mass air emissions due to the
induced modal switch from passenger cars to train use. The text suggests that this benefit is not uniformly
distributed across the state. The Miami to West Palm section of the project will receive most of the benefit,
because that is where train stations are available to travelers; however, it is likely that Indian River County
will suffer detriment because the Proposed Project will INCREASE annual mass air emission rates in its area.
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This is because Indian River County will have no train stations to remove on-road vehicle trips, but will have
increased emissions from passenger trains, induced additional freight trains, and greater idling at at-grade
crossings. The Proposed Project’s air emissions impacts specific to Indian River County should be modeled
and disclosed. The public should have complete information about impacts the Proposed Project will cause
in some portions of the state so that other portions of the state can receive benefits.

The DEIS fails to address the Proposed Project impacts to the localized air quality. Potentially significant
localized impacts would be expected to be associated with maintenance yards, terminals, and park-to-ride
lots. The Proposed Project plans to have third-rail siding at three locations in Indian River County. If the
purpose of the third track siding is to hold idling freight trains while the high-speed passenger trains passes,
the DEIS should include modeling for these emissions, especially diesel particulate matter emissions. The
DEIS should also address potential effects to sensitive receptors nearest these locations.

The intersection carbon monoxide analysis has been generalized from the 2012 Phase 1 studies. An up-to-
date analysis with the latest traffic and emissions data is recommended to determine if a microscale
dispersion models should be run for carbon monoxide concentrations at the worst-case at-grade crossing
in Indian River County (FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A). An analysis for the new one-hour nitrogen
dioxide National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) should be included. Although gquantitative
modeling is not required by FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A, this new stringent NAAQS is a possible
issue at congested intersections.

Section 5.2.1.4 Construction-Period Impacts evaluation lacks the detail required for an adequate DEIS.
Among other things, the analysis should include a discussion of the length of the construction period along
each segment, identification of areas where contaminated soils would be disturbed (and specific mitigation
measures), identification of construction staging areas and their activities, description of and commitment
to specific dust control measures, and an evaluation of exposure to diesel particulate matter emissions
from construction equipment (FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A).

Regarding DEIS Section 7.2.3 — Mitigation Measures, Air Quality, the discussion of mitigation for fugitive
dust control is generic, and there is no mention of mitigation for diesel particulate matter emissions.
Mitigation discussion is required under 40 CFR 1502.16(h). The section should identify the Best
Management Practices that would be employed at staging areas and at construction sites. COM Smith
recommends also that AAF commit to use of construction equipment meeting U.S. EPA Tier 4 emissions
standards, or to retrofitting equipment not meeting these standards with diesel particulate matter filters.

2.4 Coastal Zone Management

The DEIS speaks to the applicable coastal zone management statutes (Table 5.2.5-1) and concludes that the
Proposed Project is consistent, but there is very little back-up for this conclusion. Additionally, Table 5.2.5-1
omits applicable, enforceable policies 553 (Building and Construction Standards) and 597 (Aquaculture). As
in the rest of the DEIS, the assumption is made that all work will occur within the existing FECR corridor,
which does not take into account intersection improvements, staging, noise barriers, stormwater
management, etc.

The following excerpts from Table 5.2.5-1 are examples of unsupported statements:

1. “Chapter 163, Part Il Growth Policy; County and Municipal Planning; Land Development Regulation:
The Proposed Project would be consistent with local, regional, and state comprehensive plans.
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Consistency with these plans has been included in the purpose and need criteria matrix used to
develop the Action Alternatives.”

Comment: The DEIS fails to adequately address the Proposed Project’s consistency with Indian River
County’s local Coastal Zone Element Plan. Under the Florida Coastal Management Program Guide,
Chapter 163, Part Il, Florida Statutes is an enforceable policy incorporated in the federally-approved
FCMP. Chapter 163.3194 provides the legal status of comprehensive plans that have been adopted
in conformity with the Coastal Zone Management Act. Therefore, Proposed Project must be
consistent with the Indian River County 2030 Comprehensive Plan. There is no information provided
in the DEIS specifying how the Proposed Project is consistent with this Comprehensive Plan Also, the
only planning consistency criterion used in the alternatives screening is “Consistency with plans of
transportation agencies and landowners.” There is no reference to consistency with local plans in
the discussion of purpose and need or alternatives.

2. “Chapter 252 Emergency Management: The Proposed Project would include the development of a
passenger rail system within an existing rail corridor and along an existing highway ROW. The E-W
Corridor would be located outside of the defined storm surge zones and hurricane evacuation areas
for Brevard and Orange counties. Within the N-S Corridor the rail line would be located within
Florida Division of Emergency Management-defined storm surge zones; however the development
would occur entirely within the FECR Corridor and would be consistent with the existing
transportation uses. While the proposed rail system would encourage regional connection as well as
growth in the vicinity of the supporting stations, growth would be focused in previously developed
areas and would be consistent with existing commercial and industrial land uses. Consequently, the
Proposed Project would not affect the state’s vulnerability to natural disasters and would not affect
emergency response and evacuation procedures. Further the Proposed Project would be consistent
with the emergency preparedness policies within the East Central Florida and Treasure Coast
SRPPs.”

Comment: The DEIS does not present any information regarding how the Proposed Project will
affect emergency response and evacuation procedures. Under the Florida Coastal Management
Program Guide, Chapter 252, Florida Statutes is an enforceable policy incorporated in the federally-
approved FCMP. The statement that the Proposed Project would encourage growth contradicts
other statements throughout the DEIS that the Proposed Project will not result in induced
growth/development. Furthermore, the conclusion that because growth would occur in developed
areas, vulnerability to natural disasters would not be affected is not true. Increased development,
even in developed areas, can certainly affect emergency response and evacuation procedures by
increasing response times and making evacuation more difficult.

3. “Chapter 259 Land Acquisition for Conservation or Recreation: The Proposed Project would likely
result in beneficial impacts; compensatory mitigation would be required including the potential
acquisition of environmentally endangered lands. Impacts to delineated wetlands would require
mitigation as required by Section 404 Individual Permits. Consequently, while the implementation of
the Proposed Project would remove wetlands from the N-S and E-W Corridors, compensatory
mitigation would include the potential acquisition of environmentally sensitive habitat types.”

Comment: The DEIS does not acknowledge the potential negative impacts to Indian River County
that could result from mitigation activities and loss of environmentally sensitive lands. There is no
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explanation of what compensatory mitigation and/or acquisition of environmentally sensitive
habitat types is envisioned elsewhere in the DEIS (should be included under “Mitigation Measures
and Project Commitments” in Section 7). Furthermore, it’s not accurate to say that the Proposed
Project would result in beneficial impacts. The Proposed Project would result in negative impacts,
thereby requiring mitigation.

4. “Chapter 288 Commercial Development and Capital Improvements: The Proposed Project would
have an indirect beneficial effect on future business opportunities and would likely promote tourism
in the region.”

Comment: Again, this statement in the DEIS contradicts other statements in the DEIS that there will
be no induced growth/development.

5. In addition to the unsupported statements, the DEIS states that the Clearinghouse determined that
a positive consistency determination from a “similar project” would be valid for the Proposed
Project (see below from Section 5.2.5):

“As stated in the 2013 FONSI for the WPB-M Corridor, the Florida State Clearinghouse has reviewed
the South Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis, a similar project to the Phase | to the WPB M
Corridor described in the 2012 EA. The South Florida project was determined to be consistent with
the FCMP, and the State Clearinghouse determined that this consistency determination would be
valid for the AAF project because the AAF Project Study Area is fully encompassed within the South
Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis area which was found to be consistent in 2006 and there
have been no relevant changes in the CZMA or FCMP criteria that would affect that determination.”

Comment: The Florida State Clearinghouse made a consistency determination without input from all
of the Florida Coastal Management Plan agencies. In Florida, under Section 380.23, Florida Statutes,
a project can only be found consistent if all commenting agencies (under the FCMP agency umbrella)
with relevant statutory responsibilities concur. In this case, the FCMP agencies were not given an
opportunity to comment on the project by the Florida State Clearinghouse. Rather the Florida State
Clearinghouse made the determination without agency input. Per the Florida State Clearinghouse
manual (http://www.dep.state.fl.us/secretary/oip/manual/manual.htm), the Clearinghouse sends

the document or application to OIP for coordination of DEP review. The appropriate DEP division or
district contacts distribute the project to appropriate division bureaus and satellite offices. Based on
the information provided in the DEIS, this process was never conducted. Additionally, the South
Florida East Coast Corridor Transit Analysis is cited as similar to Phase |, so the consistency
determination for this project would not be valid for Phase Il of AAF.

2.5 Environmental Justice (EJ)

The DEIS overlooks the negative impacts to minority and low income communities in those areas of the
Proposed Project that do not have proposed stops. The EJ analysis indicates, under Indirect and Secondary
Impacts, that the Proposed Project would have a beneficial effect on minority and low income populations
in Orlando, West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale and Miami by providing an alternative transportation option
that would improve access and mobility between Orlando, West Palm Beach, Fort Lauderdale and Miami.
There however is no discussion of what type of beneficial effect the Proposed Project would have upon
other EJ populations along the rail line. This is also connected to early comments received on the Proposed
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Section 2 ¢ Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

Project concerning areas without a station that would be adversely affected, but would not receive any
economic or social benefits.

Additionally, AAF failed to conduct significant public outreach to affected minority communities located
along the FECR corridor. AAF received a comment during early scoping for the Proposed Project to include
significant public outreach to minority communities that are located along the FECR Corridor; however,
there is no discussion within the DEIS of such an outreach occurring within Indian River County. Indian
River County has confirmed with Freddie L. Woolfork, an Executive Board Member of the Gifford
Progressive Community League, that AAF held a meeting at the Gifford Youth Activity Center for local
citizens. The required meeting, however, was described as a “generic, shortened version of a previous
(non-Gifford-specific) public meeting.” There was no specific information pertaining to the impacts the
Proposed Project would have on the Gifford community. In fact, Mr. Woolfork described the meeting with
AAF as “more of a discussion to let [the Gifford Community] know that there would be a new passenger
project in Florida and that there would be 32 round trips per day going through Indian River County at 120
MPH and that it is a great economic benefit to all of Florida...” It is therefore obvious that AAF held a
meeting in the Gifford Community to satisfy a NEPA requirement without any intention of taking into
consideration the comments, concerns and issues brought forth by those local residents.

2.6 Natural Resources Impacts

CDM Smith notes the following comments/concerns with regards to natural resources impacts:

2.6.1 General Comment

The DEIS does not fully address the environmental impacts to the natural resources located within Indian
River County. For example, Sections 7.2.6 and 7.2.10 state that the relative mitigation activities will be
identified in the various permit requirements (once issued), rather than identifying the impacts and stating
what the mitigation activities will entail. NEPA requires that the environmental impacts be addressed in the
DEIS, and not deferred to the permitting process. Moreover, on pages 4-54 and 7-8, the DEIS states that
the USACE permitting process will rely on the DEIS as the required NEPA document to complete the Section
404(b) (1) analysis. It is therefore necessary that the issues be sufficiently addressed within DEIS document.
Thus the analysis of the impacts is inadequate.

2.6.2 Water Resources

The following are examples from the DEIS demonstrating the lack of sufficient information necessary to
adequately address impacts to water resources:

- Section 5 of the DEIS says stormwater Best Management Practices will be installed but gives no
specifics on what type of Best Management Practices they intend to use or the location.

- Page 3-35 of the DEIS states that the Proposed Project will include installing a third rail at various
locations (3 within Indian River County). On page 5-79 of the DEIS, it states “The Project would
include improvements to the existing mainline and reconstruction of the second tracks on the
existing track beds. Constructing the Project in the N-S Corridor would not create new impervious
surface.”

- The DEIS does not take into account that there will be new impervious surface due to road
construction outside the existing corridor. For example, The DEIS fails to address the
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Section 2 ¢ Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

environmental impacts of the new impervious surfaces that AAF is required to install outside the
existing corridor to qualify as a sealed corridor. On page 5-79, the DEIS states that constructing the
Proposed Project in the N-S corridor will not create new impervious surfaces. This statement is
contradicted in several areas throughout the DEIS. Page 3-33 of the DEIS states that the existing
railroad system was built and is maintained to FRA Class IV track standards. On page 3-36, the DEIS
states that the Proposed Project intends to operate at a speed of up to 110 miles per hour.
According to the Railroad-Highway Grade Crossing Handbook —Revised Second Edition (2007),
would require track improvements to achieve Class VI standards. Specifically, Class VI tracks (high
speed rail) requires a sealed corridor, which includes the installation of a 100 foot median on each
side of the road crossing (where feasible; 4-quadrant gates can be used as an alternative if crossing
geometry does not support the installation of the median)(see Section 3 of the above-referenced
handbook). These necessary improvements will cause new impervious surfaces that fall outside of
the FECR ROW. The DEIS should address the additional impacts from these impervious surfaces.

2.6.3 Construction

The DEIS does not address staging or equipment laydown locations or temporary/permanent impacts on
the natural environment. Under NEPA, the DEIS is required to address both construction and post-
construction impacts of the proposed action. See Federal Register (volume 64, No. 101 dated May 26,
1999). This has not been done.

2.6.4 Mitigation

The DEIS fails to identify specific mitigation measures for the adverse effects the Proposed Project will
cause on the natural environment. For example, page 7-10 of the DEIS states: “AAF will obtain an
appropriate Section 404 permit from USACE prior to construction, and implement mitigation as required by
the wetland permit conditions.” NEPA requires that the specific impact be identified and corresponding
planned mitigation presented.

The DEIS appears to claim the benefits of mitigation in several instances, without specifically describing the
mitigation activity. Under NEPA, the impacts must be analyzed first before mitigation can be considered.
According to Table 5.2.5-1 regarding land acquisition for conservation and recreation: “The Project would
likely result in beneficial impacts; compensatory mitigation would be required including the potential
acquisition of environmentally endangered lands. Impacts to delineated wetlands would require mitigation
as required by Section 404 Individual Permits. Consequently, while the implementation of the Project
would remove wetlands from the N-S and E-W Corridors, compensatory mitigation would include the
potential acquisition of environmentally sensitive habitat types.” There is no explanation of what
compensatory mitigation and/or acquisition of environmentally sensitive habitat types would be required
in the DEIS. Furthermore, it’s not accurate to say that the Proposed Project would result in beneficial
impacts. The Proposed Project would result in negative impacts, thereby requiring mitigation. That
mitigation should have been addressed and described in detail in the DEIS.

2.7 Wetland Impacts

The wetlands discussion in Sections 4 and 5 of the DEIS is inadequate. No figures showing wetland
locations relative to the Proposed Project area appear in the DEIS text or appendices. The DEIS does,
however, include approximate acreages for impacts. IRFWCD staff has indicated that they do not believe

CDM

jj1599_Executive Summary.socx
©2014 CDM Smith Inc.
All Rights Reserved

2-12





Section 2 ¢ Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

that inclusion of the banks of the North, Main or South Relief canals as wetlands is appropriate.
Background information is required to confirm the accuracy of these estimates.

The following are specific examples from Sections 4 and 5 of the DEIS deficiencies:

1. There is a statement in Section 4.3 that “Wetlands were identified and characterized for areas in
which the Project would require ground disturbing activities.” Those areas should be specifically
identified and include all planned activities (roads, utilities, noise barriers and other mitigation, etc.)
as well as staging and equipment laydown locations.

2. Section 4 states that field delineations were conducted for the FECR corridor, but there are no
figures showing wetland boundaries for that corridor. The text references the land use figures in
Appendix 4.1.1-A, which do not show wetlands. The only wetlands figures in the appendices are for
the E-W corridor.

3. USACE jurisdictional determination should be included in the DEIS/EIS.

2.8 Threatened and Endangered Species Impacts

The limited geographic scope of the DEIS prevents CDM Smith from fully analyzing the impact of the
Proposed Project on threatened and endangered species. As is noted consistently throughout CDM Smith’s
review of the DEIS, impacts to threatened and endangered species are addressed only within the railroad
ROW. The USACE, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
determinations that the Proposed Project will have no adverse effect on threatened and endangered
species are based on the assumption that all work will occur within the existing ROW (reference Sep. 18,
2013 letter from USACE to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; September 24, 2013
letter from USACE to USFWS; Oct. 28 letter from NMFS to USACE; AMEC notes from Sep. 6, 2013 meeting
with USFWS, USACE and NMFS). The determination needs to take into account any activity outside the
ROW. AAF needs to present information about these activities to the agencies and include their feedback
in the DEIS.
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Section 3

Section 4(f) Evaluation and Cultural Resources

As properly stated in Section 6 of the DEIS, Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Act
of 1966 requires DOT agencies to avoid using certain public resources when undertaking transportation
projects, unless there is no prudent alternative and all necessary action is taken to minimize harm. Section
4(f) resources include publicly owned parks, recreation areas, wildlife and/or waterfow! refuges and
historical properties of National, State or local significance.

The DEIS includes Section 4(f) comments in both Section 5 and Section 6; however, there are
inconsistencies between the two sections. For example, Section 5 does not include historical properties (it
should), while Section 6 does. Section 6 refers only to the St. Sebastian River Bridge within Indian River
County.

3.1 Cultural Resources

Upon review of the Cultural Resources section of the DEIS it appears that the Section 106 process
implemented can best be characterized as minimalistic. FRA’s decision that “...consultation with local
entities was not required for Phase Il,” is perplexing due to the overall size and nature of the Proposed
Project which can affect such a vast array of resources (DEIS 4-124).

In the NHS Section 106 minutes contained in the appendix of the DEIS, it is clear that the SHPO advised AAF
to use the 106 process; however, SHPO also determined that AAF did not need to fully engage local
governments/groups/individuals as Section 106 Consulting Parties to fulfill the NEPA public input
requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). This is simply not appropriate. CDM Smith
feels strongly that this approach does not properly allow the local communities an opportunity to voice
their concerns in a forum that is adequate to the important resources within the Project Study Area.

The DEIS in regards to the identification, evaluation and effect determinations of historic properties is
again minimal in its content with notable absences of known National Register listed and determined
eligible resources. Several known archaeological sites that fall within the Proposed Project APE appear to
not have been surveyed and evaluated for National Register eligibility and effects. At the very least they
are not properly addressed. In addition, it is not clear if an adequate archaeological survey was conducted
for portions of the Proposed Project APE. No subsurface testing was done in the N-S FECR Corridor per a
letter dated Oct 31, 2013.

According to the DEIS, the FECR, a National Register Historic District, falls within the Proposed Project APE
and has contributing resources adversely affected (St. Sebastian Bridge), yet the DEIS states that this same
district has a no adverse effect determination as a result of the Proposed Project. If a district loses a
contributing resource, then the district itself experiences an adverse effect. It is also apparent that not all
known historic resources were identified and evaluated within the Proposed Project APE as several
National Register Historic Districts are absent from the discussion within the DEIS.
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Section 3 ¢ Section 4(f) Evaluation and Cultural Resources

The DEIS either completely omitted or inadequately addressed numerous historical and archeological sites
in Indian River County. These sites, including with an archaeological site in or immediately adjacent to the
south side of the St. Sebastian Bridge, were not acknowledged or discussed in the DEIS. Other historical
properties include individual National Register buildings along Old Dixie Highway and a House Museum and
Farmstead, which are part of a 100-acre conservation preserve. This unique property is also listed on the
National Register and was not acknowledged or discussed either under cultural resources as part of the
Section 4 (f) Table.

Two other areas of concern relating to cultural resources are:

1. The DEIS does not indicate that vibration studies were conducted in relation to historic structures
and archaeological sites.

2. The DEIS does not examine the construction impacts in relation to historic or archaeological
resources (overall construction activities and staging areas are not addressed).

While the development of the Proposed Project’s APE and methodology appear to have been developed
with the input of SHPO, the DEIS’s lack of information, and omission of important resources that clearly fall
within the Proposed Project’s APE are very concerning and raise the question whether the methodology
was properly executed. Couple this with the substitutive process used that minimally consulted with local
entities results in a DEIS that is lacking in these critical areas.

CDM Smith has worked closely with the Indian River County Historian and other local resources to identify
a substantial number of properties missing from the DEIS that appear on either the State of Florida’s
Master Site File system or in the National Register of Historic Places. As stated above, Section 4(f) requires
that consideration be given to “historic properties of National, State or local significance.” Aside from those
properties listed on the NRHP, there are a significant number of properties alongside the corridor that are
of local significance and importance.

CDM Smith believes that the Cultural Resources evaluation included in the DEIS is incomplete and
recommends that a supplemental DEIS be required prior to issuance of a Record of Decision by the FRA.
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From: Sherrill Miller

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Indiantown Road Jupiter Nightmare
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 3:41:32 PM

The plan for All Aboard Florida will create a traffic nightmare in Jupiter for small
businesses and residents. Traffic is already very heavy and this will add a terrible
burden to the Indiantown Road crossing. Businesses will suffer because patrons will
not be able to get to the other side of the tracks during business hours. The railroad
bridge already creates a burden during regular train schedule now. Added closings
will only make things worse. Residents will not have access to the local hospital
during emergencies. Please consider a less congested route!

Sincerely,

Sherrill Miller
Jupiter resident


mailto:sherrillmllr@yahoo.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Randolph Erickson

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Input on Rail Road

Date: Friday, September 26, 2014 6:14:10 PM
Mr. Winkle,

| oppose the proposed rail road on many fronts. First, the Treasure Coast is being ignored, and it may hurt an
already hurting area. Tourists will be encouraged to go to the rail road, rather than drive one of our highways that

could result in them stopping in our area.
Is the idea safe for us? | have read where many bridges may not be able to support the new traffic imposed on

them.
Will the rail road impact our already fragile environment?
Governor Scott opposed a high speed rail road a while ago. It was because it used federal money. | called some

of my legislators. They are against the idea. Also, the rail road is trying to get an over billion dollar federal loan,
and if that isn't bad enough, it's unknown how much my local governments will have to spend to make crossings

safer.
I think that about does it. Reports and concessions are going to be made on both sides. Either way, it doesn't
make sense.

Thank you for you time, | regret | cannot attend the meetings.

Randolph Erickson


mailto:randy_erickson@ymail.com
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Irene Buhl

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: INSULTING OUR INTELLIGENCE CONTINUES
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 10:21:10 AM

Why do we let AAF continue to insult our intelligence? Several of us, against this
debacle, have extensive backgrounds in professional marketing & understand
exactly what has & has not been put forward for public review & consideration.
Obviously, the environment impact document was a farce from the beginning in it’s

biased sponsorship & financing procedures.

As presented by AAF, the clear& honest facts have been withheld from us including
the true nature of their ambitions. Obviously, they have no chance of being
profitable as a passenger service & fail to inform us of their ulterior motives, most
notably, increased freight & securing government loans for which, LETS BE
HONEST, taxpayers will end up paying for. | won’t continue with the devastation to
our way of life along the treasure coast, emergencies, safety, and all that have

been repeated over & over in our newspapers & forums.

For myself, having over 30 years in government marketing & sales with General
Dynamics, United Technologies, & AT&T, it is easy for me to see through the AAF
information presented & the enormous amount of pertinent information withheld!

Thank you for the opportunity to respond. ---- Sincerely, Gerald Buhl.


mailto:jnibuhl@att.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

From: Cheryl Kozloff

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: IS ALL ABOARD FLORIDA THE NEXT SOLYNDRA?
Date: Friday, November 21, 2014 2:36:05 PM

My Name: Cheryl Kozl off
My Email: cheryl @kozl off.net
My Address:

7186 SE Golfhouse Drive
Hobe Sound, FL 33455

L et'sdo a comparison between the known facts of these two start-up organizations,
Solyndra and All Aboard Florida.

« Solyndra owners were well politically connected in Washington and were key political
players.

o Tulsabillionaire George Kaiser was a major political donor and frequent visitor to
Washington D.C. and state capitals.

e They hired lobbyists, lawyers, consultants, contractors and public relations firms
seeking financial favors from our government.

e They were successful. Our government gave them $535,000,000 in loan guarantees.
Within fifteen months, they were out of cash and nine months later they shut down their
plant and laid off nearly all their employees.

American taxpayerslost all their money.

e Fortress, Inc. aNew Y ork based hedge fund's Chairman and principals are politically
well connected in Washington and Florida.

e Their principals have met with Governor Scott several times and their representatives
with key Washington Congressional officials.

o A former Fortress employee is now Governor Scott's chief of staff.

o Like George Kaiser, some senior Fortress executives are billionaires. They too have
hired lobbyists, consultants, contractors, advertising and public relationsfirmsin
Washington and Floridato THE TUNE OF 3.5 MILLION TO advance their scheme.

Thefirst federal loan request isidentical to Solyndra's.

e |tisarequest for the Office of Budget and Management to grant loan guarantees to All
Aboard Florida $1.6 billion. The second request, for approximately $1.6 billion, isfor a
federal loan allocation and authority to sell tax exempt bonds in the market place. This
right, if granted by Washington to AAF/Fortress, is asubsidy by tax payersto a private
company.

e The All Aboard Florida business plan which would show the sources and uses of funds,
income statement, cash flow and balance sheet projections are hidden from view.

e An attempt to obtain them from Florida DOT under the Freedom of Information Act,
resulted in an All Aboard Florida law suit against the state, blocking them from being
released.


mailto:cheryl@kozloff.net
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=a684605513f34bf2926fb80a3c1f31a0-AAF_Comment

Revealing their ridership study between Orlando and Miami has also been blocked from view
by their law suit.

In sum, the only difference between Solyndra and All Aboard Floridaistheir relative
size. All Aboard Florida'sloan requests are at least threetimeslarger.

Fortress/ AAF financia usual strategy isto pay off higher cost financing with lower cost
financing using taxpayer money. In this case, using undocumented ridership studies on a
destructive path through coastal towns without a stop.

STEP ONE

About nine months ago Fortress raised $405 million from new investors to fund their train
project. They had to pay investors 12.35% to attract the money. That is an equity rate.
These are equity investors investing in this Floridarail scheme.

STEPTWO

In the private activity bond (PAB) request to Treasury, Federal DOT and Wall Street
underwriters, their Prospectus states, according to Bond Trader, that THE FIRST MONIES
FROM THE LOAN WILL GO TO PAY OFF PRIOR EQUITY OWNERS.

So out of a$1.6 billion tax-exempt loan proceeds, if they receive authority from the Feds, 25%
OF EVERY DOLLAR will go to prior Fortress AAF equity owners.

The balance will go to other general project expenses, which will include lobbyists,
consultants, contractors, lawyers, advertising and public relation firms.

STEP THREE

While these financial schemes are afoot, the direct loan request to the Federal Railroad
Administration for the RIFF loan is still live and well. This direct loan or loan guarantee from
OMB carries the full faith and credit of the United States government. Therefore, the loan rate
will fall between 3% to 4% for a 35-year term.

So the $405 million in equity is cashed out by the $1.6 billion loan at 8% to 9%. That loan is
then cashed out with 3% to 4% money.

So what we see in this financial sequencing is raising money $405 million at 12.35%,
replacing it will $1.6 billion tax-exempt private activity bonds (PAB) at 8% to 9% then
replacing that loan with 3% to 4% money.

The financia plan isto pay off higher priced loans with lower priced loans and always using
some type of taxpayer money or taxpayer privilege to do so.

Cool for them. Not so cool for the taxpayer.

Thisisa public subsidy for an unsafe train that history showswill have insufficient rider ship,
retrofitted to old tracks dangerously running over 340 AT GRADE CROSSINGS through coastal
towns without a stop in the communitiesthat it will destroy. What iswrong with this picture?

Sincerely,
Cheryl Kozloff

Recipients



Commissioner Chuck Nelson District 2
Commissioner Mary Bolin Lewis District 4

Ananth Prasad Florida Department of Transportation
Governor Rick Scott

Congressman Paul Ryan



From: KATharine Miller

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: IS ALL ABOARD FLORIDA THE NEXT SOLYNDRA?
Date: Thursday, November 13, 2014 12:33:46 PM

My Name: KATharine Miller

My Email: katmill @ix.netcom.com
My Address:

103 River Rd, Hobe Sound, FL 33455

Let'sdo a comparison between the known facts of these two start-up organizations,
Solyndra and All Aboard Florida.

« Solyndra owners were well politically connected in Washington and were key political
players.

o Tulsabillionaire George Kaiser was a major political donor and frequent visitor to
Washington D.C. and state capitals.

« They hired lobbyists, lawyers, consultants, contractors and public relations firms
seeking financial favors from our government.

e They were successful. Our government gave them $535,000,000 in loan guarantees.
Within fifteen months, they were out of cash and nine months later they shut down their
plant and laid off nearly all their employees.

American taxpayerslost all their money.

e Fortress, Inc. aNew Y ork based hedge fund's Chairman and principals are politically
well connected in Washington and Florida.

o Their principals have met with Governor Scott several times and their representatives
with key Washington Congressional officials.

e A former Fortress employee is now Governor Scott's chief of staff.

o Like George Kaiser, some senior Fortress executives are billionaires. They too have
hired lobbyists, consultants, contractors, advertising and public relations firmsin
Washington and Floridato THE TUNE OF 3.5 MILLION TO advance their scheme.

Thefirst federal loan request isidentical to Solyndra's.

o Itisarequest for the Office of Budget and Management to grant loan guarantees to Al
Aboard Florida $1.6 billion. The second request, for approximately $1.6 billion, isfor a
federal loan allocation and authority to sell tax exempt bonds in the market place. This
right, if granted by Washington to AAF/Fortress, is a subsidy by tax payersto a private
company.

o The All Aboard Florida business plan which would show the sources and uses of funds,
income statement, cash flow and balance sheet projections are hidden from view.

e An attempt to obtain them from Florida DOT under the Freedom of Information Act,
resulted in an All Aboard Florida law suit against the state, blocking them from being
released.

Revealing their ridership study between Orlando and Miami has & so been blocked from view


mailto:katmill@ix.netcom.com
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by their law suit.

In sum, the only difference between Solyndra and All Aboard Floridaistheir relative
size. All Aboard Florida'sloan requests are at least threetimeslarger.

Fortress/ AAF financia usual strategy isto pay off higher cost financing with lower cost
financing using taxpayer money. In this case, using undocumented ridership studies on a
destructive path through coastal towns without a stop.

STEP ONE

About nine months ago Fortress raised $405 million from new investors to fund their train
project. They had to pay investors 12.35% to attract the money. That is an equity rate.
These are equity investorsinvesting in this Floridarail scheme.

STEPTWO

In the private activity bond (PAB) request to Treasury, Federal DOT and Wall Street
underwriters, their Prospectus states, according to Bond Trader, that THE FIRST MONIES
FROM THE LOAN WILL GO TO PAY OFF PRIOR EQUITY OWNERS.

So out of a$1.6 billion tax-exempt loan proceeds, if they receive authority from the Feds, 25%
OF EVERY DOLLAR will go to prior Fortress’AAF equity owners.

The balance will go to other general project expenses, which will include lobbyists,
consultants, contractors, lawyers, advertising and public relation firms.

STEP THREE

While these financial schemes are afoot, the direct loan request to the Federal Railroad
Administration for the RIFF loan is still live and well. This direct loan or loan guarantee from
OMB carriesthe full faith and credit of the United States government. Therefore, the loan rate
will fall between 3% to 4% for a 35-year term.

So the $405 million in equity is cashed out by the $1.6 billion loan at 8% to 9%. That loan is
then cashed out with 3% to 4% money.

So what we see in this financial sequencing is raising money $405 million at 12.35%,
replacing it will $1.6 billion tax-exempt private activity bonds (PAB) at 8% to 9% then
replacing that 1oan with 3% to 4% money.

The financia plan isto pay off higher priced loans with lower priced loans and always using
some type of taxpayer money or taxpayer privilege to do so.

Cool for them. Not so cool for the taxpayer.

Thisisa public subsidy for an unsafe train that history showswill have insufficient rider ship,
retrofitted to old tracks dangerously running over 340 AT GRADE CROSSINGS through coastal
townswithout a stop in the communitiesthat it will destroy. What iswrong with this picture?

Sincerely,
KATharine Miller

Recipients
Commissioner Chuck Nelson District 2



Commissioner Mary Bolin Lewis District 4
Ananth Prasad Florida Department of Transportation
Governor Rick Scott



From: michel mercer

To: AAF_Comments_Reply

Subject: IS ALL ABOARD FLORIDA THE NEXT SOLYNDRA?
Date: Sunday, December 7, 2014 9:04:11 AM

My Name: michel mercer

My Email: michellemercier3703@comcast.net
My Address:

Stuart, Florida 34996

Let'sdo a comparison between the known facts of these two start-up organizations,
Solyndra and All Aboard Florida.

« Solyndra owners were well politically connected in Washington and were key political
players.

o Tulsabillionaire George Kaiser was a major political donor and frequent visitor to
Washington D.C. and state capitals.

« They hired lobbyists, lawyers, consultants, contractors and public relations firms
seeking financial favors from our government.

e They were successful. Our government gave them $535,000,000 in loan guarantees.
Within fifteen months, they were out of cash and nine months later they shut down their
plant and laid off nearly all their employees.

American taxpayerslost all their money.

e Fortress, Inc. aNew Y ork based hedge fund's Chairman and principals are politically
well connected in Washington and Florida.

o Their principals have met with Governor Scott several times and their representatives
with key Washington Congressional officials.

e A former Fortress employee is now Governor Scott's chief of staff.

o Like George Kaiser, some senior Fortress executives are billionaires. They too have
hired lobbyists, consultants, contractors, advertising and public relations firmsin
Washington and Floridato THE TUNE OF 3.5 MILLION TO advance their scheme.

Thefirst federal loan request isidentical to Solyndra's.

o Itisarequest for the Office of Budget and Management to grant loan guarantees to Al
Aboard Florida $1.6 billion. The second request, for approximately $1.6 billion, isfor a
federal loan allocation and authority to sell tax exempt bonds in the market place. This
right, if granted by Washington to AAF/Fortress, is a subsidy by tax payersto a private
company.

o The All Aboard Florida business plan which would show the sources and uses of funds,
income statement, cash flow and balance sheet projections are hidden from view.

e An attempt to obtain them from Florida DOT under the Freedom of Information Act,
resulted in an All Aboard Florida law suit against the state, blocking them from being
released.

Revealing their ridership study between Orlando and Miami has & so been blocked from view


mailto:michellemercier3703@comcast.net
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by their law suit.

In sum, the only difference between Solyndra and All Aboard Floridaistheir relative
size. All Aboard Florida'sloan requests are at least threetimeslarger.

Fortress/ AAF financia usual strategy isto pay off higher cost financing with lower cost
financing using taxpayer money. In this case, using undocumented ridership studies on a
destructive path through coastal towns without a stop.

STEP ONE

About nine months ago Fortress raised $405 million from new investors to fund their train
project. They had to pay investors 12.35% to attract the money. That is an equity rate.
These are equity investorsinvesting in this Floridarail scheme.

STEPTWO

In the private activity bond (PAB) request to Treasury, Federal DOT and Wall Street
underwriters, their Prospectus states, according to Bond Trader, that THE FIRST MONIES
FROM THE LOAN WILL GO TO PAY OFF PRIOR EQUITY OWNERS.

So out of a$1.6 billion tax-exempt loan proceeds, if they receive authority from the Feds, 25%
OF EVERY DOLLAR will go to prior Fortress’AAF equity owners.

The balance will go to other general project expenses, which will include lobbyists,
consultants, contractors, lawyers, advertising and public relation firms.

STEP THREE

While these financial schemes are afoot, the direct loan request to the Federal Railroad
Administration for the RIFF loan is still live and well. This direct loan or loan guarantee from
OMB carriesthe full faith and credit of the United States government. Therefore, the loan rate
will fall between 3% to 4% for a 35-year term.

So the $405 million in equity is cashed out by the $1.6 billion loan at 8% to 9%. That loan is
then cashed out with 3% to 4% money.

So what we see in this financial sequencing is raising money $405 million at 12.35%,
replacing it will $1.6 billion tax-exempt private activity bonds (PAB) at 8% to 9% then
replacing that 1oan with 3% to 4% money.

The financia plan isto pay off higher priced loans with lower priced loans and always using
some type of taxpayer money or taxpayer privilege to do so.

Cool for them. Not so cool for the taxpayer.

Thisisa public subsidy for an unsafe train that history showswill have insufficient rider ship,
retrofitted to old tracks dangerously running over 340 AT GRADE CROSSINGS through coastal
townswithout a stop in the communitiesthat it will destroy. What iswrong with this picture?

Sincerely,
michel mercer

Recipients
Commissioner Chuck Nelson District 2



Commissioner Mary Bolin Lewis District 4

Ananth Prasad Florida Department of Transportation
Governor Rick Scott

Congressman Paul Ryan



From: m mercier

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: IS ALL ABOARD FLORIDA THE NEXT SOLYNDRA?
Date: Tuesday, November 4, 2014 5:17:04 PM

My Name: m mercier

My Email: michellemercier3703@comcast.net
My Address:

3864 se old st lucie blvd, stuart florida 34996

Let'sdo a comparison between the known facts of these two start-up organizations,
Solyndra and All Aboard Florida.

« Solyndra owners were well politically connected in Washington and were key political
players.

o Tulsabillionaire George Kaiser was a major political donor and frequent visitor to
Washington D.C. and state capitals.

« They hired lobbyists, lawyers, consultants, contractors and public relations firms
seeking financial favors from our government.

e They were successful. Our government gave them $535,000,000 in loan guarantees.
Within fifteen months, they were out of cash and nine months later they shut down their
plant and laid off nearly all their employees.

American taxpayerslost all their money.

e Fortress, Inc. aNew Y ork based hedge fund's Chairman and principals are politically
well connected in Washington and Florida.

o Their principals have met with Governor Scott several times and their representatives
with key Washington Congressional officals.

e A former Fortress employee is now Governor Scott's chief of staff.

o Like George Kaiser, some senior Fortress executives are billionaires. They too have
hired lobbyists, consultants, contractors, advertising and public relations firmsin
Washington and Floridato THE TUNE OF 3.5 MILLION TO advance their scheme.

Thefirst federal loan request isidentical to Solyndra's.

o Itisarequest for the Office of Budget and Management to grant loan guarantees to Al
Aboard Florida $1.6 billion. The second request, for approximately $1.6 billion, isfor
afederal loan allocation and authority to sell tax exempt bonds in the market place.
Thisright, if granted by Washington to AAF/Fortress, isa subsidy by tax payersto a
private company.

o The All Aboard Florida business plan which would show the sources and uses of funds,
income statement, cash flow and balance sheet projections are hidden from view.

e An attempt to obtain them from Florida DOT under the Freedom of Information Act,
resulted in an All Aboard Florida law suit against the state, blocking them from being
released.

Revealing their ridership study between Orlando and Miami has & so been blocked from view
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by their law suit.

In sum, the only difference between Solyndra and All Aboard Floridaistheir relative
size. All Aboard Florida'sloan requestsare at least threetimes|larger.

Fortress/ AAF financia usual strategy isto pay off higher cost financing with lower cost
financing using taxpayer money. In this case, using undocumented ridership studies on a
destructive path through coastal towns without a stop.

STEP ONE

About nine months ago Fortress raised $405 million from new investors to fund their train
project. They had to pay investors 12.35% to attract the money. That is an equity rate.
These are equity investorsinvesting in this Floridarail scheme.

STEPTWO

In the private activity bond (PAB) request to Treasury, Federal DOT and Wall Street
underwriters, their Prospectus states, according to Bond Trader, that THE FIRST MONIES
FROM THE LOAN WILL GO TO PAY OFF PRIOR EQUITY OWNERS.

So out of a$1.6 billion tax-exempt loan proceeds, if they receive authority from the Feds, 25%
OF EVERY DOLLAR will go to prior Fortress’AAF equity owners.

The balance will go to other general project expenses, which will include lobbyists,
consultants, contractors, lawyers, advertising and public relation firms.

STEP THREE

While these financial schemes are afoot, the direct loan request to the Federal Railroad
Administration for the RIFF loan is still live and well. Thisdirect loan or loan guarantee
from OMB carries the full faith and credit of the United States government. Therefore, the
loan rate will fall between 3% to 4% for a 35-year term.

So the $405 million in equity is cashed out by the $1.6 billion loan at 8% to 9%. That loanis
then cashed out with 3% to 4% money.

So what we see in this financial sequencing is raising money $405 million at 12.35%,
replacing it will $1.6 billion tax-exempt private activity bonds (PAB) at 8% to 9% then
replacing that 1oan with 3% to 4% money.

The financia plan isto pay off higher priced loans with lower priced loans and always using
some type of taxpayer money or taxpayer privilege to do so.

Cool for them. Not so cool for the taxpayer.

Thisisa public subsidy for an unsafe train that history showswill have insufficient rider ship,
retrofitted to old tracks dangerously running over 340 AT GRADE CROSSINGS through coastal
townswithout a stop in the communitiesthat it will destroy. What iswrong with this picture?

Sincerely,
m mercier



From: bananalois

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Jake Owen Concert
Date: Friday, October 31, 2014 6:35:50 AM

This isin response to Lin Readings letter on October 31. The letter started out " | appreciate
benefit concertstaking placein Vero Beach." After that sentence she stated what she found

fault with. Basically, " it wastoo loud."

| aso live near the stadium and | had my great granddaughter, Xander, who is 3 months old,
for the night. We sat out in my yard until the concert ended. At times| waswishing it was
louder because | couldn 't hear all the words.

| feel we owe Jake Owen agreat big THANK Y OU for choosing to do this benefit in Vero
Beach. All the proceeds go to benefit special orginizations who can really use the funds. And
after al--- it's only one night!

Lois Cappelen

2145 35th Ave

Vero Beach, FI.32960
772-567-2270

Sent from Samsung tabl et
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From: williamcarpenter101l@comcast.net

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: John Winkle please read this plea
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 3:02:41 PM

Dear Mr. Winkle,

All Aboard Florida would be a huge problem for Vero Beach, Florida and other
communities where the railroad divides the town into two sections. In Vero Beach's
case our Hospital, several Fire Stations, Police Station are on the East side of the
tracks. Much of our shopping and entertainment businesses are on the West side of
the tracks. With our present Railroad schedule, a train coming through rarely
causes any dangerous delay in First Responders service to the West side of Vero
Beach's citizens. All Aboard Florida would change this.

Even a trip to the mall or a stop at the grocery store could become problematic having
to wait backed up in traffic as trains roll though our community at annoyingly short
intervals. The trains and the tourists bring nothing to Vero Beach's, Sebastian's,
Melbourne's economy. Actually these and other communities along US 1, and | 95
are hurt financially because the tourists who used to drive to South Florida

stopped at restaurants and Motels regularly. If these former customers are swept
past on a fast train there is no benefits for our businesses.

Having 100 mile an hour train shooting through a heavily populated area presents
safety concerns that cannot be ignored. Shush, shushing the danger is not
responsible response. Vero Beach's tranquil atmosphere would be blasted away
with the constant clashing noise. South Florida does not need this. There are
airports, sea ports, and Florida's Turnpike, US 1, | 95 and the Tourist Business is
thriving there. Some few business people will make money but at the expense of the
large numbers of Florida Citizens who will be hurt. If All Aboard Florida passes it will
be a nightmare for the People who live along the tracks.

No,NO,No-- this is a very bad idea. Check Europe, England, etc. where these super
fast trains operate, Do these trains blast their way through congested population
areas? NO'! If this All Aboard Florida is such a necessary and wonderful business
opportunity --- build tracks out of urban areas.

Suzanne Carpenter
William Carpenter
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From: Kelly Tidwell

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: john winkle
Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 6:05:44 PM

Please put a station in Brevard County.
As aflight attendant based out of OIA, | make that drive twice aweek and this would not only
save gas, helping the enironment it would take traffic off of [-95.

My self along with my husband who drives to Disney Headquarters on a daily basis would use
this service regulary along with at least 100 other Southwest Airlines employees | know that
live in Melbourne Beach, Indialantic, Satellite Beach, Melbourne, Indian Habour Beach, Coca
Beach, Merritt ISland and Viera

Kelly Tidwell
Inflight Beverage Specialist
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From: Your Realestate advisor

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: John winkle
Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 11:35:28 AM

1. Will FEC be allowed to use the new 528 tracks to transport freight from the port Canaveral
lines once constructed?

2. What jurisdiction does the FRA have over the project now that All Aboard Florida is not
attempting to get federal funding for the project?

3. If All Aboard Florida backs out of their request to get federal funding and instead receives
its funding via private bonds does that excuse them from conforming to any impact mitigation

that is "recommended" by the final impact statement?

4. If the FRA is not involved or their role is diminished due to the lack of funding for All Aboard
Florida will the surface transportation board be reinserted into the oversight process?

Thank you for your consideration.

Jinger Knox
321-288-1689
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From: Dorothea Loos

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: John Winkle:
Date: Wednesday, December 3, 2014 11:29:00 AM

How is a financial venture allowed to progress when thousands will be harmed by delays to MD or Hospital. This is to say nothing of the
problems it will cause to boating and that includes COMMERCIAL boating--barges loaded etc.
Where is the concern for all that this venture will cause. If it is necessary it should be ABLE to find a better route

Sincerely,
Claude and Dorothea Loos-- Stuart Florida
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From: Sandra Richter

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: John.Winkle@DOT.Gov,Floridanotallaboard@gmail.com
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 4:22:22 PM

Dear SirsMadam,

| just want to comment on how the impact of that many trains a day will affect these small
towns. | came from atown in Wisconsin that had to build a new hospital on the East side of
town due to the railroad tracks after too many ambulances were stopped by the railroad.

The traffic in Stuart and Fort Pierce is already an issue and to add that many trainsaday is
going to be horrendous. | am not sure how you can justify using these tracks.

It seemsto meit's not an issue of what is best for the people but what is best for who has the
most to gain.

Thanks for listening.

Sandy Richter
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From: Lynda alexander

To: letters to the editor; AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Just say "no" to AAF
Date: Saturday, November 22, 2014 2:15:38 AM

I've been following this "All Aboard Florida" fiasco for some time, as we all have. Personally, | see zero value, and
considerable costs to our area. Those costs will come primarily in the form of quality of lifeissues.

They will not stop here. They will run through here frequently. | can probably speak for the majority of uswho live
here year-round. They will wreak havoc on our automobile and boat traffic. It's very possible that we will lose a
significant amount of tourist traffic and the revenue that comes with it.

My reasoning for thisis that many tourists who would normally fly into and out of Ft. Lauderdale & Miami, rent
cars & drive through our area, making stops at some, or al, of the quaint little towns in our area as they head for the

ultimate destination - Disney.
Bottom line, in my opinion: unless we are added as a stop on the service, it's alose/l ose situation for us.

Lynda Alexander
Port St. Lucie, FL
(772) 579-1520

Sent from my iPhone
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From: John DeRose

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Lack of common sense on your part, but you have to show your power
Date: Monday, December 1, 2014 9:40:25 AM

You could at least explain why you need to use congested rails. Instead of the more
western set. Your could explain why you need to affect so many bridges, marinas
and towns and people. You are well aware of how many people you will affect for
the worst. You are pissing on Miami and Orlando's head and telling them it's rain. Is
this a political payback for the fiasco in New Jersey?

John DeRose,
Stuart Florida
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From: Larry Bennett

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Larry Bennett opposes the "All Aboard Florida" project
Date: Friday, October 10, 2014 3:57:23 PM

Dear Sir,

| believe this project will not only be detrimental to

our environment but a severe hindrance to our traffic
with the number of trains daily heading north and south.
Could this project be not funded and cancelled?

Respectfully,

Larry J. Bennett

Qualitek Services, Inc.
700 North Wickham Road
Suite 101

Melbourne, FL 32935

321-259-2400 (voice)
321-821-1373 (fax)

Ibennett@qualitek.biz

oSt This email is free from viruses and malware because avast! Antivirus

be: Frae protection is active.
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From: Madison, Dori

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com
Subject: Let"s get aboard!
Date: Wednesday, October 8, 2014 5:31:52 AM

FRA Leaders,
Florida needs All Aboard Florida. As a native Orlandoan with close family and professional

associations also in Brevard to South Florida,
| personally will use and promote the use of All Aboard Florida.

More impactful, our organization connects with over 30,000 residents daily in our six county region,
many of whom depend on public transit and rail as a primary means of intra-city and intra-state
travel.

Please continue to make All Aboard Florida a reality to complement the emerging public transit
system in metro Orlando and the east coast of Florida.

This opportunity, with the private sector behind a public asset, is a smart, once-in-several lifetimes
chance to make convenient rail travel part of our highly mobile lives in Florida.

Dori 1. Madison

Chief Marketing Officer

YMCA of Central Florida

433 North Mills Avenue, Orlando, FL 32803

P 407 895 4293 F 407 896 4247

E dmadison@cfymca.org W ymcacentralflorida.com

FOR YOUTH DEVELOPMENT

g FOR HEALTHY LIVIMG
o] FOR SOCLAL RESPONSIBILITY

the
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From: Kori Benton

To: AAF_Comments@vhb.com

Subject: Letter from Historic Preservation Board regarding All Aboard Florida <Watchdog: Virus checked>
Date: Tuesday, December 2, 2014 11:02:03 AM

Attachments: All Aboard Florida.pdf

Good morning,

The Historic Preservation Board has engaged in discussion regarding All Aboard Florida, and prepared a
letter containing their concerns for distribution. Please find their letter attached, signed by Chairman Paul
Sampson, of our Historic Preservation Board. It is our request that this letter be included in the review

and consideration of the EIS Report and the overall consideration of the project.

If you have any inquiries or concerns, please contact me directly. Have a great day.

Have a great day.

Warm Regards,

Kori Benton
Historic Preservation Officer
(772) 467-3739

Planning Department

City of Fort Pierce
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